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SAFEGUARD ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM

Tiurspay, Mavy 22, 1969.

WITNESSES

HON. MELVIN R. LAIRD, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

GEN. EARLE G. WHEELER, CHATRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

JOHN §. FOSTER, JR., DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND
ENGINEERING

Mr. Manox. The committee will come to order.

Mpr. Secretary Laird, we are very pleased to have you before us for
vour first appearance in your important capacity as Secretary of
Defense.

We want you to know of our interest in your success and our desire
to be as cooperative as possible as you bear the tremendous burdens of
the office which you hold.

As a former member of the Comimittee on Appropriations for mauny
vears, you have sat through many weeks and months of hearings on
defense programs and otherwise. I would like to veport briefly for
the record that we began our hearings before the Defense Subcommittee
on January 29 when we had a briefing in regard to the Navy plane
Ienown as the F—14. On March 5, we began hearings on the second sup-
plemental 1969, which you had a major part in proposing. On March 11
we started our regular hearings on the 1970 program.

The staff tells me we already have amassed over 6,500 pages of
transeript. We have finished our hearings insofar as we know on “mili-
tary personnel” appropriation estimates for the various services, and
also on the operation and maintenance estimates. We have also finished
our hearings on most procurement proposals.

General Wheeler, we are glad you are before us agai as Chatrman
of the Joint Chiefs.

General WrrrLer. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Manox. We have found your counsel and advice most helptul
in the past and we are glad that we shall have the continued bencfit of

your assistance.
Spicran ITearmve ox Sarrcuarp ABM System

As I think yvou know, Mr. Secretary, we had hearings before the
commnittee on May 5, 6, and 7 in regavd to the “Procurcment ot Kquip-
ment and Missiles, Army.” We did not inquire at that time as to tund-
ing proposals for the antiballistic missile system, the so-called ABM,
hecause we wanted to have a special hearing with you and General
Wheeler and Dr. Foster in connection with this highly controversial
and Important matter. )

(1)
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Dr. Foster, we are pleased to have you here and we want to have
your assistance as we proceed.,

Mr. Foster. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Manox. Arrangements have been made for the consideration in

special hearing of the antiballistic missile system which is now
Lnewn as SAFEGTTARD.

We propose that special hearing now. The record should show that
for the purposes of this hearing the Military Construction Sulconi-
aiittee of the Appropriations Committee, which has an imporrant re-
-ponstbility in connection with this weapons system, is sitting with
v today.

SIGNIFICANCE OF ANTIBALLISTIC MISSTLE SYSTEM

There are many weapons systems for which funding is proposed in
thie fiscal 1970 budget which are gnite important and signifieant to our
sulitary posture and strategy. The ABM is probably one of the most
suportant from this point of view of its effect on relative military
~frength and strategy of the major powers, The system relates to the
defensive capability which it offers to the United States. We need a
proper balance between offensive and defensive weapons if we are to
wchieve optimum deterrence. Tt is clear that the proposed deployment
af the ABM system known as Safoguard is one of the most important
questions to come before the (Government in years. It is important
militarily, it is important cconomically, it is important from the
political standpoint.

We do not have to tell you of the interest which has heen generated
i1 this conntry in thisimportant matter.

( Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Mano~. How do you propose, Mr. Secretary, that we proceed ?

secretary Laten. Mr. Chairman, T have a classified statement which
perhaps is the most complete that has ever been put together on the
Safegnard system. Before 1 proceed with it, General Wheeler has a
short statement which T wonld like him to proceed with first.

{ Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Marron. On the record, proceed, General.

STATEMENT OF THL CITATRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF &TAFT

General Waeerer, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it
t= i pleasure to have the opportunity again to present the views of the
Jdaint Chiefs of Staff on developments since T last appeared before yon
soud we diseussed an antiballistie missile system on February 16, 1968,
Among the developments in the interveninge period have heen an
inerease in Soviet IOBM and SLBM capabilities with implications
1o the survival of our land-based missile and bomber forces and a
nmaior review of the Sentinel program within the Department of
Defense, In the light of these developments and after review by the
Mational Security Couneil, the President announced his decision to
modify the Sentinel and to devloy instend the phased Safegnard
=vutem. At the outset, let me affirm that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
=ipport this decision because it will add to the overall strategic
posture of the United States and to our ability to deter nuclear war,

The Joint Chiefs of Staff continue to believe that a foremost require-
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ment for the defense of the United States is deployment of an effective
ballistic missile defense against the Soviet threat, Toward this objec-
tive the Joint Chiefs of Staff had previously accepted the Sentinel as
a first step toward a level of ballistic missile defense that would pro-
vide increased protection for the United States. The principal feature
of the Sentinel deployment upon which the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
reservations was its primary orientation against the CHIICOM ICBM
threat. It is important that the term “orientation” be understood as
distinct from a level of capability. The Sentinel orientation provided
coverage against attacks from only a northerly direction and did not
defend against attacks from other azimuths by the use of either sub-
marine-launched missiles or a fractional orbit bombardment system
(FOBS). The requirement for the capability to defend against all
azimuths of attack has been included in the Safeguard program and
accordingly is supported by the J oint Chiefs of Stafl.

Sentinel was principally developed to protect the population of the
TThited States against CITTCOM ICBM attack. Tt wonld have provided
some very limited capability against a Soviet missile attack, but the
number of defensive missiles and lack of all-around coverage made it
vulnerable to a major attack. Despite these limitations, however, and
in addition to the defense against a CHICOM threat, the Sentinel con-
tained an option for the defense of part of the Minuteman foree. It is
the exercise of such an option and reorientation of the capabilities to
all azimuths of attack which are provided in the Safeguard system.

With regard to whether or not the system will work, the Safeguard
system consists of the components of the Sentinel system appropriately
modified. These components result from an intensive research and de-
velopment program initiated by the Army in 1956. Through the early
Nike.Zeus development program and its testing against actual ICBM’s
in the Pacific, and through the updated technology of the Nike-X sys-
tem, I have gained a high degree of confidence that such a system can
be deployed to meet its stated objectives.

Tho Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that in Jight of the rapidly expand-
ing Soviet ICBM and ST.BM capabilities, it is prudent now to provide
protection for a portion of the U.S. retaliatory force and that the
phased Safeguard deployment meets this requirement.

Mr. Chairman, 1 would like you and the committee to know that T
have gone over Secretary Laird’s statement several times as 1t was
heing developed. T find that I agree with its contents. I consider it to
he a thorough and logical presentation of the case for the ABM. It
is for this reason my statement was deliberately made short and hit
only two or three items which were of partieular interest to the JOS.

Mr. Marox. General, T would say this: That we on this committec
consider the statement being presented by the Secretary not only as
his statement but also as your statement, and the statement of the Joint
(hiefs as being the statement of the Staff and really as the statement
of the excentive branch in regard to this matter.

Goneral Wieersk. Mr. Chairman, T am happy to know that you take
fhat view because that is the way Lregard it.

Mr. Mixsiant, Mr, Chairman, would you yield for a point of in-

quiry, please?
Mr. Maton. Yes.

29-918—69——-2
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DECLASSIFICATION OF DATA IN STATEMENTS

Mv. Mixsiani., This statement is marked top secrer, When we wet
o the printed hearings who will decide Just what and how much of
the statement and testimony ean be released to the genernl publie?

Secretary Latrn. We will substitute an wnclassifiod version of my
ttement for the printed hearings.

( Discussion off the record.)

Secretary Laaen, This statement that is being pre ented to this com-

mittee will be the most complete we have made to date on the Sa fe-
sunrd program,
I believe, and 1 am going to check this out, that we will take the
ssthication off even the recent Soviet SS9 missile shots into the
Uactfic when you publish this record. T assime this record wil] be pub-
ehed fairly soon-—and if it isc T will take the classifiention off those
carticular items,

Mr. Minsiiani. My point is that it will he a hetter h aring and re-
cort the more we can velease to the public. In previons vears, too much
sas been deleted for “political security” and not “national security.”

Me Manox. The Secretary will have the responsihility of determin-
ng what shonld be on the record,

Seeretary Lamrn, We will o as far as we possibly enn within the Tin-
ol secnvity, Mre. Chairman,

My, Manox, We want evervthing on the vecord that will he helpful
o the Congress and the Ametiean public pravided it will not damave
he interests of the United States in internationa matters, We can
work that out.
secretary Lo, T think we can take some of the classification off,
Sivs Chatrman, We have g destroyer ont there watehing (hese <hots,
he Soviets know we have {he destrayer therve, hoeanse they have seyv-
sol =hips theve, I think as long as they kinow we have the destroyer

wre perhaps we can take the classifiention off the record.

MeoChaiviaan, if Toiay, T would now lko to proceed with my fermal
i:ifement,

PIOGRAPHICAL . SKETCH OF SECRETARY OF DFFENSE
MuLvIN I Laimn, SECRETARY 0F Dhepey sy

elvin R Taied was nominated as Necretary of Doelense by President Richard
HoONIxon on Janaary 20, 1969, and was confivmed by the Sconte the s day.

weretiry Laded was administored the oath of office at 2 White Honse cove-
sony, together with other Cabinet members, on January 22, 1669, e formally

ived at the 'entagon for an Armed Forees full honors srrival ceremony Iater
feid duay,

When nominnted, Secretury Laird represented the Seventh District of Wis-

noin the 1.8, House of Reprosentatives, where he Iind <erved continuously
o D82 Before becoming o Member of the 1.8 Congress, Secretary Laird
I been elected to the Wisconsin State Sewate in 1946 to sieveed his fuather,
wis reelected in TO4R,
fraring World War 1T, Socretary Laird enlisted in the US. Navy in Mayx 1042,
wias commissioned in Mareh 1844 While in the Navy he served on the dest roy-
RN MNaddor (DDTR1Y in the Pacifie, when it was a part of Admiral Mitchor's
Force 58 of Admiral Halsey's Third Fleot., He is entitled to wear the
e Heart Medal, the Asintic-Uacific Campaign Medal with five hatrle stars,
PSilippine Liberation Ribbou wifh one bhattle star. Tapanese Ocenpation Ribbon,
Yamerican Campaign Meda) and World War 11 Vietory Medal. Ie left :setive
uivin the rank of Lieutenant (3} in 1946.

seceretary Laird was born on September 1, 19292, in Omaha, Nebr. His fumily
veved fo Wiseonsin the following yvear and e attended the Marshfield, Wis,
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public schools, subsequently receoiving his B.AL degree from Carleton College in
Northfield, Minn., in 194

Seeretary Laird’s major interest and conuniftee work in Congress was in the
areas of national security, education, and health, He served on the ITouse Appro-
priations Committee, IHouse Committee on Agriculture, and various subcom-
mittees including Defense ; Labor : Health, Education, and Welfare, and Military
Construetion. He was chairman of the Iouse Republican Conference and & mem-
ber of the Republican coordinating committec.

Secretary Laird is author or editor of several books and articles dealing with
publie policy.

Among numerous honors he has received the 15¢h annual Albert Lasker Medical
Research Award and the Distinguished Service Award of the American Political
Seience Agsociation in the 90th (ongress, ITe was presented the I'residential
Citation of the 21,000-member American ublic 1Tealth Assoeiation and the Dis-
tinguished Service Award of the National Kducation Association.

Secretary and Mrs. Taird. the former Barbara Masters. were married on
October 13, 1045, They have three children—John Osborn, born January 10, 1948
Alison, born July 11, 19515 and David Malcolm, boru July 16. 195L

STATEMENT OF T SECRETARY OF DrreNse

Secretary Lamp. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commiittee, I
greatly appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you the adminis-
Lration’s Safegnard antiballistic missile proposal. As a former men-
ber of this Committee over a period of some 14 years, T well know how
thoroughly and conscienfiously you review the defense programs and
budgets presented to the Congress each year by the Fxecutive Branch.

Tet me say initially that I welcome the debate which is taking place
on the ABM program. It is very mueh in our fraditien Tor major
national issues to be widely disenssed and mderstood. As a matter of
fact, such debate is alwuays ar sssuring sign of the health of our free
gociety.

et me suggest, however, that at this point in the debate, the true
perspective I been somewhat ebscured by the Titerally millions of
words that have been spoken and written on this subject in the past
fow months. Minor and major points have been mixed together in-
diseriminately. Facts and opinions have been stated without distine-
tion. Emotion and wishful thinking, rather than reasen and reality,
have gained the ascendency in the enerent debate on this viral issue.

What I hope to do this afternoon is to assist this committee in iden-
tifying the crucial issues and factors that led President Nixon to
propese the measared Safeenard ABM program al this time.

Wirst, it is imperative for everyone to mderstand that the Presi-
dent's decision resulted Trom his recognition of the gpecial respon-
sibility he has as Commander in Chicl for the Nation's security. Al
of the essentinl facts coneerning this matter were analyzed by those
ol us to whom this responsibility, or a portion of it, has been delegated.
Our analyses were made and our judgments reached under the full
weight of this responsibility. Accordingly, there was absolutely no
place in this equation for expediency—political, econoniic, or other-
wise.

Second, Safeguard is recommiended by the President as the best step
we enn talie @b this time to fullill the major requivements posed by
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uational security and foreign policy considerations and domestic eco-
nomic constraints,

1 do not make this statement lightly, but. I say it to emphasize that
many complex factors entered into the Safeguard decision, any one of
which taken by itself could have suggested a different (Lppr(m( h. How-
ever, all of these factors taken together clearly justify the Safeguard
decision as the best conrse available at this time for dlschmoum the
wwesome responsibilities the President and the Congress share
fogether.

[For example, seme opponents of ABM suggest that in response to
the growing Hoviet threat we should move forward with the deploy-
ment of additional strategic offensive weapons such as more Toseldon
stbmarines, Minuteman TTT FTCBM’s, and so on. This could be a proper
response fo the rapid buildup in howet offensive strategic weapons,
imt it wonld probably also dim the growing prospects for arms limita-

ion talles and exacerbate the str: \(eww arms race. At the same tine, it
mmld net significantly enhance onr position vis-a-vis the Communist
C'hinese if, as expected, the develop a small ICBM capability during
the decade of the 1970

What the Nixon administration tried to do, suecessfully 1 believe,
was devise a program that in all respects wonld advance the cause of
gw ace and at the same time ensure the continued adequacy of our
Nation's strategic power should peace collapse.

Under onr constitutional system, Congress shares the heavy burden
ol responsibility for our national secunty and for the decisions which,
sir the final analysis, could tip the scales for either war or peace. It
15 the Congress which has the constitutional power to decide whether
the S‘lfe_g‘u‘wd system shall be anthorized. And it is the Congress
which can deny the President the authority to go forward with the
program or the funds needed to implement it.

Mr. Chairman, 1t is not the purpose of this administration to attempt
to force Clongressional approval of a particular weapons system. Tt is
the President s responsibility, however, to make recommendations for
ihose programs he believes necessary tor an Adequ‘lto defense and a
sifliciency of military forees, and to provide the Congress with the in-
formation and reasoning on which his judgment is bused.

{ would like to stress that the President’s decision on Safeguard
was based on the best judgment of those of us in the Executive Branch
who bear the responsibility for making such a recommendation. In
rhe final analysis, we can offer you no more than this—our best judg-
mients, based on a cavefnl analysis of all of the data available to us.

It is from this perspective that T would like to diseuss the factors
be: ninO' on the President’s Safeguard ABM recommendation.

To do this, I will attempt in my statement today to strip away from
this problem the many interesting but irrelevant and marginal argu-
ments which now surround i, and rveturn to the fundamenals
mvolved:

The size and character of the threat to the continental United
Siates projected over the next 5 to 10 years.

#i. The alternatives other than an ABM defense which might be

available to meet that threat.
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C. The purposes which an ABM defease system deployed in the
continental United States could serve.

D. The origins of the ABM defense system, the concept of opera-
tion, and the state of development.

T, The basic clements of the Safeguard program proposed by the
Nixon administration.

F. The anticipated effectivencss of the Safeguard program against
the projected threat.

(. The estimated cost of the Safeguard program.

II. The strategic and foreign policy implications of a decision to
deploy the system.

A. ANALYSIS OF TIIE THREAT

The (irst question which had to be answered by the Nixon admin-
istration was whether an ABM defense should be deployed at all.

In order to explain to you how the administration answered this
question, it is first necessary to examine the size, character, and tim-
ing of the actual and potential strategic threats which face the United
States in the decade of the 1970°s. These are: (1) the Soviet missile
threat against our population and cities; (2) the Soviet missile threat
against our land-based strategic offensive forces; (3) the Chinese
ICBM threat against our population and cities; (4) an accidental
missile launch; and (5) a “demonstration” missile launch. Any ABM
system we might deploy to meet the first, second, or third threat would
be ample to cope with the fourth and fifth threats. Accordingly, we
need to consider only the first three threats.

As this committee well knows, our intelligence projections over the
near term, 2 or 3 years, are reasonably firm. I3ut when we project 5
or 6 years ahead we are getting into an area of considerable uncer-
tainty, particularly insofar as actual deployments are concerned.
Since it only takes 18 to 24 months from the start of construction to
the operational availability of an ICBM in a silo, it is clear that pro-
jections beyond that point involve estimates of decisions which may
not as yet have been made. For this reason our national intelligence
projections for the mid-1970’s involve a large measure of judgment
rather than hard evidence. This point should be kept in mind when I
discuss our longer range intelligence estimates.

[. TheSoviet Threat to Our C'ities and Population

The Soviet Union today has a force of more than 1,000 ICBM’s
which can reach our cities. To protect our cities against even the pres-
ent threat would require a very large and effective ABM system. This
is so because even one l-megaton warhead penetrating the defense
could virtually destroy a medium-sized city ; one 10-megaton warhead
could extensively damage even the largest city. But more important
for the future, the Soviet Union has the technical and economic
capability to develop and install large numbers of multiple
indepoendently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRV’s) in each of its
larger TCBM’s, the SS-9 type, and perhaps several warheads in each
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ol s smaller 88-11 and S85-13 TCBMs. And each of these warhends
would require at least one ABM to eusure even a reasonable degree
of protection.

Accordingly, it does not appenr feasible, with existing ABM tech-
nology, to erect a defense against the Soviet missile threat to our cities
which conld preclude a eatastrophic level of fatalities. But it is feuas-
hle to provide an effective defense for our land-based strategic affen-
ave forees against the Soviet threat. This is so because in this ease
we do not need to ntercept all of the incoming warheads, just enough
of them to ensure that a sufficient portion of our strategic offensive
forces snrvive to enable us to inflict nnacceptable damage on the Soviet
Union in retaliation. It is this threat that I now want to discuss in
telail,

LT he Sovict Theeat to Our Stvategic Offensive FForces

As this committee is well aware, the Soviet ICBM force has more
than quadrupled in the last 23 years—from 250 operational launchers
i June 1966, to more than 1,000 as of the end of March 1969, On the
basis of the intelligence estimates prepared Tast tall, this force bhuild-
up was expected to level off after the Soviets had achieved a rongh
namerical parity with the United States in 1CBM s excluding the old-
ersystems. However, if the Soviets were to continue to deploy TCBM s
at the rate they deployed them in 1967-68, they conld have as many
wo 2,500 by the mid-1970%. This is the area of judement 1 referred
to earlier. We have a very good estimate of the niimber of TCBM silos
now under construction, but we can only conjecture as to the number
they will start during the next 2 or 3 years.

Although these numbers ave impressive in themselves, the real
threat to the sarvivability of our strategic offensive forces lies in the
necuracy and kinds of payloads these missiles might carry in the fu-
ture. At the present time, the only serious threat to our ICBM force
=< ihe large S¥-9 FCBM which, with o warhead yield of up to 25 mega-
tons and its presently estimated accuracy, could destroy a Minuteman
its silo. The Soviets now have more than 230 of these missiles opera-
tional or under construction. According to the latest intellicence
estimates, they are expected to have somewhere aronnd 100 SS9 types
eperational by the mid-1970%s, including a new version with
cousiderably greater accuracy.

Currently, about two-thirds of the Soviet ICBM force consicts of
B5-11s, » small, Minuteman-size, liquid fuel missile. With its cui-
vently estimated warhead yield and accuracy, this weapon does not
pose a threat to our Minuteman force. The Soviets have just started
to deploy a new solid fuel ICBM, the SS—13. But, again, this missile,
with an even smaller warhead yield and no betier acenracy. eonsti-
tates even less of a threat than the SS-11 to our Minuteman' force,

Our real concern at this time is the prospect that the Soviets night
1stall highly aceurate MIRV's on their large ICBM's and greatly im-
prove the accuracy of their small ICBM’s. 1 they were to do so, the
survivability of our Minuteman force would be Qrm‘e]y endangered,

The Soviets have already begun to test multiple reentry vehicles
(MRVS) on their SS-9, three RV’s (each with payload equivalent to
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a H-megaton warhead) per missile, and it is estimated that they wmight
start deploying these weapons in existing silos in the next year or so.
A number of these vehicles have been Taunched thus far, three out to
5,100 n.mi. into the Pacifie. (The third was launched just the other
day.) Although we still have no conclusive evidence that these mul-
tiple reentry vehicles are independently aimed, the intelligence com-
munity constders it likely that the Soviets will go on with the develop-
ment of MIRV's and install them in a new version of their S8-9 type
ICBM’s. Should they also greatly improve the accuracy of their small
1CBM’s, which the intelligence community considers possible, the sur-
vivability of our Minuteman force as presently deployed would be vir-
tually nil by the mid to late 1970s,

It is also possible that the 8S-9 with the three reentry vehicles will
turn out to be a MIRVed missile. 1T that should be the cuse and if the
Soviets were to back-fit all of their SS-9's with this new payload, three
S-megaton warheads each, the more than 230 SS-9's now operational
or under construction would in themselves constitute a severe threat
to our Minuteman force. And, if the Soviets were to increase this
force to even 420 missiles and improve the acenracy to a quarter of a
mile, they conld probably destroy 93 percent of our Minuteman force,
leaving only 50 surviving. (I should point out that (his ealeulation as-
sumes a failure rate of 20 percent and a eapability to retarget a see-
ond missile for those that fail.)

The relation of accuracy and warhead yield to kill probability is
shown on chart 1. For example. one relinble arriving 20-megaton war-
head with an aceuracy of 0.5 mi. would have about a 90 percent prob-
ability of destroying a Minuteman in its silo. But one 5-megaton war-
head with an acenracy of 025 mi. would have a kill probability of
about 95 percent.

That onr Minuteman force might become vulnerable in the 1970%, we
have known for some time. In fact, this possibility was raised by Mr.
MeNamara before this Conunittee in carly 1966, and it has been re-
stated in each annunal Posture Statement since then. Now, 3 years later,
we are fast approaching the time when this threat may be upon us.

As already noted, the Soviet Union has come abreast of us in num-
bers of TCBM’s: evidence is now accumulating that theyv intend to
match us in numbers of submarine-launched ballisfic missiles
(SLBAP<). We knew more than a year ago that they were constriet-
ing a new clas of nuclear-powered hallistic missile submarines with
16 tubes, and ‘hat they were testing a new storable liquid fnel sub-
werged-lannched ballistic missile out to a range of about 1.500 n.mi.
We now know that this submarine (designated the Y-class) is in full
seale production at a very large facility near Archangel, Severod-
vinsk, and possibly at another smaller yard. These two facilitios cun
accommodate a fotal of 12 complete hulls. The intelligence community
estimates that the two facilities can produce as many as eight sub-
marines per year. I think that as production experience is gained the
rate of output from these two facilities might very well increase sionif-
icantly. °

Iight or nine Y-class submarines have already been launched and
several are believed to be operational. (They also have a number of

Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIA-RDP71B00364R000300090001-5



Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIA1I8DP71BOO364R000300090001-5

H-class nuclear-powered submarines which carry 3-6 shorter range
SLBM's.) Even at.a rate of construction of onl ¥ six Y-class submarines
a year the Soviet SLIBM force could equal our own, in terms of num-
bers, by 1975. Nevertheless, with their currently estimated warhead
yield and accuracy, these SLBM’s would not. constitute a threat, to onr
Minuteman force. But, given our present radar coverage of the sea-
ward approaches and no ABM defense of our bomber bases, they could
constitufe a severe threat to the survival of our bomber forces—even
ihose aircraft held on eround alert.

This would be especially true if the Soviets design their SLBM’s for
depressed trajectory launch, which is not very difficult to do. T they
were to do this with their SLBM’s the flight time to a large number
of bomber bases conld be constderably reduced.

It we had adequate warning against an SLIM Lutneh, which we do
tiot now have, 12-15 minutes would be enough to get our alert bombers
{10 percent of the operational inventory) airborne before the war-
heads detonated. (Our current, and planned early warning systems
promise to provide at least the 1215 minutes needed to get our alert
sombers off their bases before the Soviet ICBRM’s or Fructional Orbit
Pombardment System, FOBS, could reach their targets.) With con-
ciderably less warning, we would have to be able to intercept at least
the fivst few salvos of SLBM’s in order to ensupe that most of the alert
bombers could get off their bases.

Aceordingly, we are convinced that the Soviet strategic offensive
missile forces could well pose a very serious threat to the survival of
our own land-based strategic offensive forces by the mid or late 1970%.
We would then be dependent upon our Polaris and Poseidon forces.
unless we were willing to Tauneh our Minuteman force on warning.
While T do not want to foreclose this possibility, T do not believe we
should allow ourselves to get into a position where the President would
have no other choice.

I want to make it very clear that we have the greatest confidence in
t hll m,n'viva,b]!ity of our ST.BM force, at least through the early to mid-
1970’s. But, in my judgment, it would be entirely too risky to rely
upon only one of the three elements in our s rategic offensive forees,
We cannot preclude the possibility that the Soviets in the next few
years may devise some weapon, technique or tactic which might in-
crease the vulnerability of our Polaris/Poseidon submarines. Tn that
event, our strategic deterrent. conld bhe dangerously eroded, with all
the consequences which would follow such a development.

{furthermore, we cannot preclude the possibility that the Soviet,
I'nion might deploy a more extensive and effective ABM defense. Such
s efense, in combination with a substantial hard target kill capability
in the form of highly accurate small ICBM’s or MIRVed Inrae
1C'BM’s, is what has been characterized Ly Iny predecessors as the
“;rs'eater-than-expec’red threat” which could seriously deerade our as-
sured destruction, or deterrent. eapability. As vou know, the Soviets are
now completing the deployment of some 60 odd Galosh ABM missiles
ot launehers around Moscow.

But more importnnt, we now have hard evidence that the Soviets nre
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testing an improved long-range ABM, which apparently has a “loiter”
capability. In other words, after the initial firing, the missile can coast
or “loiter” for a period of time until a specific target is selected, at
which point it can then be restarted and maneuvered to the target.

We have already begun to provide a hedge (i.e., Poseidon and Min-
uteman ITT, both equipped with MIRV’s) against the possibility that
the Soviet Union might deploy an extensive and effective ABM de-
fense. But we must be sure that both of these systems survive in suffi-
cient numbers to saturate such a defense and inflict unacceptable dam-
age on the Soviet Union. Otherwise, the credibility of our strategic
deterrent might become questionable, and that we cannot afford.

Tn summary, the potential Soviet threat to the survival of our strate-
aic offensive forces in the mid-1 970’ is clearly evident. How fast and
how extensively it wilt develop is still uncertain. But, considering the
Jeadtimes invoived on eur side, it seems perfectly apparent to me that
some action must be taken very soon to place ourselves in a position
where we can respond promptly to that threat as it actually emerges.

3. The Chinese Communist ICBM Threat

Pecause the Chinese ICBM development program has not pro-
oressed as rapidly as estimated a year or two ago, there has been a ten-
dency in the current debate on the ABM issue to overlook this poten-
tial threat. Accordingly, I would like to take this opportunity to re-
view that threat with vou in the detail which T believe it warrants.

Late in 1965, and again in late 1966, the intelligence community esti-
mated that the Chinese Communists had the technieal and industrial
capabilities required for the deployment of ballistic missiles and that
they were making an intensive effort to develop a missile in the 700-
1,000 mile range. It was estimated at the time that the first of these
medium-range missiles could be deployed as early as 1967-68, and that
by the mid-1970’s they could have as many as 80 to 100 operational in
fixed soft sites.

Although there was no direct cvidence in late 1965 that the Chinese
Communists were developing an ICBM, it was assumed that they were.
This assumption was strengthened in the following year (late 1966),
when the intelligence community stated that the Chinese were pursu-
ing such a program with a high priority. On the basis of the evidence
then available, it was estimated that they might conduct either a space
launch or an ICBM flight test before the end of 1967.

Inasmuch as the Chinese Communists have not yet launched their
first ICBM (or space shot), and we still have no evidence that they are
deploying an MRBM, Mr. Packard and I decided to make a complete
reassessment of the available data on the progress of their ballistic
missile programs. We did so in order to determine for ourselves if a
potential Chinese ITCBM threat does, in fact, exist.

There are four major clements involved in preparing for deploy-
ment of an IOBM force: (a) nuclear materials production, () nu-
clear weapons development and testing, (¢) ballistic missile develop-
?lenlt;tfmd testing, and (&) the construction of missile production
facilities.

29-948—069——38
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w. Nuclear Materials Production

The Chinese Communists have been producing U-235 since about
1163. We now believe they are also producing plutonium. (The use
of plutonium showed up for the first time in the December 1968 test.)
Sources for other materials used by China in its thermonuclear wesn-
pons, such as deuterium and lithium-6, also appear to be available. And
ihe Chinese have an ample supply of natural uranium.

"The amount of U-235 now estimated to be available for stockpiling
i still fairly limited. Continued production of 17-235 and plutonium
will help to increase the supply of fissionable material. But any sizable
production of nuclear weapons will require the further expansion of
production facilities for fissionable materials, especially U-235. Once
construction of a new U-235 plant is started, we estimate that at least
-+ vears would be required before production could begin. Thus, China’s
tclear capabilities can be expected to grow gradually, at least over
the next few vears.

b. Nuclear Weapons Development and Testing

From October 16, 1964, to December 27, 1968, in a period of 31
years, the Chinese detonated eight nuclear devices, one of which was
delivered by a missile. Five of the eight tests involved thermonuclear
materials. The first of these was detonated in May 1966 and produced
a yield of more than 200 kilotons. The second device, detonated in
December 1966, produced a yield of a few hundred kilotons. The third,
detonated in June 1967, produced a yield of about 3 megatons. The
fourth, detonated in December 1967, was a probable failure since it
produced only 10 to 25 kilotons. The last, detonated on December 27,
1968, was another device which produced a yield of about 3 megatons.

‘Thus, on a minimum number of shots the Chinese have made more
rapid progress than any other nation. The first 3-megaton device was
relatively heavy, but the latest device could be considerably lighter for
ihe same yield. Either of these devices could be delivered by an ICBM,
but the lower weight would be an obvious advantage.

'The last three thermonuclear devices were probably air-dropped by
a medium-range bomber. Inasmuch as the Chinese have a few of the
Soviet TU-16-type jet medium bombers, the early 3-megaton weapon
may be designed for aircraft delivery. In any event, the TU-16 has an
operational radius of only about 1,650 nautical miles and therefore does
not. represent a threat to the United States.

"The nuclear device delivered by a missile in the fourth test had a
yield of less than 20 kilotons and used a primitive fission technology.
{Tnless they intend to deploy an MRBM very soon, they would most
likely develop a thermonuclear warhead witha yield of a few hundred
kilotons for this missile.
¢. Ballistic Missile Development and, Testing

'T"he Chinese Communists have been working on an MRBM for a
niunber of years. By 1965, activity at the principal missile test range
had become very noticeable. And, as noted earlier, they actually deliv-
ered a nuclear device with a missile in the October 1966 test. By the
summer of 1967, the rate of test firings greatly exceeded the level con-
sidered normal for an R. & D. program, leading the intelligence com-
munity to believe that deployment might be imminent. Yet, almost 2
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years later, we still have no evidence than an MRBM is actually being
deployed.

The program may have been delayed by technical problems with the
missile itself. Or, it may have been disrupted by the Cultural Revolu-
tion. There is even the possibility that the Chinese never intended to
deploy their first generation MRBM, choosing to wait for a more
advanced missile and warhead. In any event, MRBM testing is contin-
uing up to ranges of about 1,000 miles. The intelligence community
continues to believe that the Chinese intend eventually to deploy the
current MRBM system. If they were to do so soon, they would have
to use a warhead based on the fourth test (i.e., the less than 20 kiloton
device delivered by a missile). Even so, they would probably not have
an operational MRBM force until sometime in 1970, By the mid-1970’s
they could have a force of 80-100 operational missiles. However, this
system does not pose a direct threat to the United States.

(Although the Chinese have one Soviet-type G-class diesel-powered
missile launching submarine, we have no evidence that they have
developed a missile for it. Moreover, diesel-powered submarines with
their limited endurance and high noise levels do not offer much of a
threat against the continental United States).

Given the experience already acquired with the MRBM, there is no
reason to belicve that the Chinese cannot in time develop and deploy
an TOBM. The United States and the Soviet Union have both moved
from the shorter range to the longer rangoe ballistic missiles, and the
Chinese are probably following the same course. We know that a large
ballistic missile launch facility already exists. In fact, it was the con-
struction of this facility that led the intelligence community in late
1966 to estimate that the Chinese Communists could launch their first
ICBM (or space shot) before the end of 1967.

Thus, assuming that test vehicles are available, which we as yet have
no way of knowing, flight testing of an ICBM could begin sometime
this year. At least 3 years would then be required to achieve an initial
operational capability (IOC), i.e., sometime in late 1972. In the light
ot Chinese inexperience, their limited technical and scientific base, and
considering general political and economic conditions in China, more
time will probably be required. Thus, an IOC is more likely to be
achieved later than 1972, perhaps as much as 2 or 3 years later. Even
assuming an IOC in late 1972, it is doubtful that the Chinese could
achieve a force of more than 10-25 operational ICBM’s on launchers
by 1975.

"We would almost certainly detect ICBM firings to full range, which
would necessarily be to an area outside China, Monitoring of these
tests should not only provide 1 year advance warning of IOC, but
should also provide useful data on the missile characteristics as well.

We believe the Chinece have already constructed a solid propellant
plant, and it is possible that they are looking ahead to a solid fuel
TCBM. Such a missile could be more easily emplaced in hard silos,
but it could not be deployed before 1975 at the earliest.

d. Construction of Production Facilities ,
‘We have known since 1963 that the Chinese Communists were con-
structing a large ballistic missile production facility. Whether ICBM’s
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2ve now being produced there is still not known, but MRBA's prob-
ably are.

In summary, the Chinese Communists seem to have all of the major
clements required for the production and deployment of ICBM's.
A [ter examining the available data, we have conclnded that the poten-
tinl threat is very real, and that the Chinese will ultimately deploy a
torce of ICBM’s. What is still uncertain is when they will start deploy-
rient and how large and how good a force they will have by the mid-
{970’s and beyond. We believe, especially because of the work being
«lone on the launch facility, that they will begin flight testing ICBM’s
{vr a space booster) within 18 months. If thev do. we will soon know
nch more about the other questions,
it ALTERNATIVES TO TTI DEPLOYMENT OF AN ABM DEFENSE

Against the Soviet Threat to Our Strategic O ffensive Forces

The alternatives to an ABM defense for our strategic offensive
frces Tall under two general headings. First, we could increase the
size of our sirategic offensive forces, i.e., the number of sea- or land-
based missiles ov of bombers—or all three. Second, we could improve
tie survivability of our existing forces by placing our Minuteman
nissiles in harder silos and further dispersing our bomber force,
creasing the number on ground alert or placing a portion of the
force on continuous airborne alert.

Many of the alternatives in the first group might, as my predecessors
would have phrased it, be equally “cost/effective” in ensuring the sur-
vival of a sufficient force to inflict unacceptable damage to the Soviet
i'nion. But all of these alternatives could be misconstrued bv the
Soviets as an attempt to threaten their deterrent, and thereby stimu-
late the arms race. In other words, the Soviets might interpret a major
expansion of our strategic offensive forces as an attempt on our part to
achieve a low-risk first strike capability against them.

The second group of alternatives runs up against cost and physical
linitations. We do intend to further disperse our bomber force, but
11 we inerease the proportion on ground alert the costs begin to mount.
The alternative of maintaining a portion of our homber force on con-
tinmous airborne alert has, as you know, heen considered off an: on
fora period of at least 10 years. It has always been rejected because of
the very high cost and the wear and tear on both erews and aireraft.
Nevertheless, as I am sure you are aware, we still have on the statute
haoks, in the annual Appropriations Acts, a provision to do just that
i1+ an emergency and to pay for it on a deficiency basis.

Placing our Minuteman missiles in harder silos involves a somewhat
driferent problem. As you know, we have requested funds in the fiseal
veur 1970 budget to continue with the development, of hard rock silos.

tut this increase in the hardness of the silo conld be offset by a reduc-
fion in the accuracy of the attacking missile. For example, an increase
in accuracy from 1 mile to 14 mile is equivalent to an eight-fold
increase in the warhead yield against a hard target.

Moreover, there appears to be a limit to how hard we can malke a
Minuteman silo. While we can add conecrete and steel to the top of the
stio, there is little we can do about the geology of the aren in which
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the silo is emplaced. Where the limits of the geology lie, we just do
not know at this time. Nevertheless, we plan to proceed with our pro-

ram to develop hard rock silos. But we all must recognize that harden-
ing alone would not be enough to solve the problem of survivability
if the Soviet MIRVed SS-9 threat develops to the full extent I
described earlier.

2. Against the Chinese T hreat to Our Cities
Given our present commitments in Asia and the Western Pacific,

and assuming the Chinese do indeed deploy an ICBM force in the
1970’s, there 1s really only one alternative to an ABM defense against
that threat to our cities and population. That alternative is to rely
on the deterrent power of our strategic offensive forces, just as we
do against the far larger Qoviet threat to our cities. However, in con-
sidering this alternative, we must keep clearly in mind a number of
interrelated factors—demographic, technical, economic, social, and
political.

First, we must recognize the major demographic differences be-
¢tween the Soviet Union and Communist China. As shown on the fol-
lowing table, the thousand largest Chinese cities account for only 11
percent of the total population, compared with 47 percent for the
Soviet Union and 63 percent for the United States. Thus, the thou-
sand largest, Chinese cities contain considerably less than the one-
third, one-fourth, or one-fifth of the population Mr. McNamara has
postulated at various times as the level required for “Assured Destruc-

tion” against the Soviet Union.

CUMULATIVE PERGENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION AND INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY N 1970

[Number of cities in order of population rank}

United States Soviet Union Communist China
Industrial tndustrial Industrial
Number of cities Popufation capacity Population capacity Population capacity
25.1 33.1 8.3 25 3.7 30-35
42.0 55.0 20.0 40 6.8 50-60
48.0 65.0 25.0 50 8.6 65-75
55.0 75.0 34.0 62 9.0 30-90
60.0 82,0 40. 72 11(% 8 85-90

63.0 86.0 4.0 82

e

The fact that a large proportion of Chinese industrial capacity is
concentrated in a relatively small number of cities does have a bear-
ing on the problem of deterrence. But, China is predominantly a rural
society where the great majority of the people live off the land and
are dependent only to a limited extent on urban industry for their
survival. Furthermore, as Mao Tse-tung is reported to have said,
China with its huge population (now estimated at, 800 million) could
survive (ie., as a people but not as a 20th century nation) even with
a loss of hundreds of millions from a nuclear attack. And we know
from past experience that the Asian Communists are tenacious op-
ponents and are willing to take great losses of life in achieving their
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objectives. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that our ability to
deter Communist China with our strategic offensive forces is con-
w:dera,bly less certain than in the case of the Soviet Union.

Second, because our population is heavily concentrated in a rela-
tively fow large cities (42 percent in the largest 50 cities compared
with 6.8 percent for Communist China), we would be highly vuiner-

wble to an attack by even a relatively few ICBM’s—if we had no de-
fense against them. If deterrence should not work, our only recourse
would be retaliation. However, we would have to withhold a lar ge part
of our strategic offensive forces as a deterrent to the Soviet Umon, and
the fatalities that we could inflict on Communist China would be
relatively small in proportion to its total population. We could, how-
ever, destroy most of their urban industry and population with a
relatively small number of weapons.

Third, given the character of the present regime in China, their
ambitions in Asia, and their 1mp]acab€e hostlhty towards the United
Siates, it would seem extremely foolhardy on our part to rely on
deterrence only—if we had any better alternative. The President of
the United States, no matter who he may be at the time, could find
himself in an extremely difficult position in a serious confrontation
with a Communist China armed with a force of even 25 relatively
primitive ICBM’s. Our cities would be hostage to the Chinese ICBM
foree, and the President would have no other alternative but to back
down or risk the destruction of several major U.S. cities and the death
of millions of Americans.

Thus, the issue resolves itself into a matter of judgment. If one
believes that a Communist China armed with a force of ICBM’s could
still be deterred by our overwhelmingly greater strategic offensive
forees, then an ABM defense need not be deployed against that threat.
If, however, one believes as I do that the Chinese leaders might not
be deterred, then the Safeguard system would be well worth its cost
for that purpose alone.

C. PURPOSES WHICH AN ABM DEFENSE SYSTEM COULD SERVE

It may be useful, at this point, to review briefly the various pur-
poses which an ABM system could serve, given the nature of the ac-
tual and potential threats. There are at least three major purposes
and two minor ones.

Major purposes:

1. Protection of our population and cities against the kind of
heavy, sophisticated missile attack the Soviets could launch in
the 1970%.

2. Defense of our strategic offensive forces and their command
and control (e.g., bomber bases, Minuteman silos, the National
Command Authorities, ete.) as a substitute in whole or in part
far the further expansion of those forces in the event a Soviet
threat to their survival clearly emerges in the next few vears.

3. Protection of our population and cities against the kind of
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limited, unsophisticated ICBM attack the Chinese Communists
might be able to launch in the 1970,

Minor purposes:

1. Protection against the improbable, but possible, accidental
launching of an ICBM toward the United States.

2. Protection against an unlikely, but possible, “demonstration
attack”, i.e., one or two missiles launched against our homeland
as a sort of “shot across the bow.”

The Sentinel system proposed by the preceding administration and
approved by the Congress was primarily intended to serve the third
major purpose—defense of our population against a Chinese ICBM
attack, and, to some extent, the second major purpose—defense of
our strategic offensive forces. In fact, a more comprehensive defense
of our Minuteman force was included in Sentinel as an option that
could be exercised at any time. Because of its nationwide coverage,
it would have also fully served the two minor purposes. Finally, given
the mode of deployment proposed (i.e., placing most of the radars
and missile launchers in or near the major urban areas) it could have
served as a foundation for a greatly expanded system for the defense
of our principal cities against a Soviet missile attack.

But, the important point to keep in mind is that the Sentinel system
was designed primarily to defend our population and cities against
2 Chinese Communist [CBM attack in the 1970’s, and not an all-out
Soviet attack. It would have had very little value against the latter,
as the following table drawn from previous Posture Statements well
illustrates:

U.S. FATALITIES FROM A CHINESE OR SOVIET 1ST STRIKE IN THE MID-1970'S

[In miltions}

Chineset Soviet

With no defense 7-23 110-120
With Sentinel ... 0-1 100

1 The range of fatalities shown for a Chinese attack reflects a force of 10-75 1CBM's.

Unfortunately, this point has been obscured by the fact that many
of the Sentinel sites (with Spartan missile launchers and the asso-
ciated radars) were to be located in or near the major urban areas.
We understand that this mode of deployment was selected so that in
the event a decision was made at a Jater time to provide a terminal
defense, the Sprint missiles conld be installed at the same sites. Be-
cause the Sprint has a much shorter range (approximately 25 miles)
than the Spartan (several hundred miles) it must be installed in or
near the city to be defended.

T will have more to say about this matter of siting when I discuss
the deployment alternatives.

D. STATUS OF TITE ABM DEFENSE SYSTEM
T wonld now like to turn to the status of the ABM defense system.
T know you are all familiar with the major components of this system,
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but I think it would be useful at this point to review briefly the
origins of the system, the concept of operation, and the state of
development,

1. Origins of the Safeguard System

Many people have lost sight of the fact that the Safeguard program
1s the culmination of more than 13 years of research and development .
effort and the expenditure of about $5 billion, including all the various
projects related to ballistic missile defense. During the entire period,
as this committee wel] knows, the ABM program has proceeded under
the continuous serutiny of the Congress. Much thought and study has
2one into its formulation since it was first presented to the Congress
wnd this Committee in 1955. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that the
program did not move into full scale development until 1958, and that
by 1959 there was alread ¥ considerable sentiment in the Congress, not
to speak about the Department of the Army, to start the deployment
of the system then known as N ike-Zeus, In fact, the Congress added
$375 million to President Kisenhower’s fiscal year 1960 budget request
“for the acceleration of Nike-Zeus and/or the modernization of Army
firepower.” President, Iiisenhower, as later events demonstrated, wise-
iy rejected this proposal in favor of continued development and test.

In fiscal year 1963, the Nike-Zeus system as such was abandoned be-
enuse, with the mechanically steered radars which it employed, it
ould not cope with the kind of attack the Soviets could mount in the
late 19607%. Accordingly, a new, improved system, known as the Nike-
X, was placed in development. The Nike-X was to consist of a new
fumily of phased-array radars and a new high acceleration terminal
«lefense missile, the Sprint. This system promised to be much more ef-
fective against a sophisticated missile attack employing penetration
aids, and much less susceptible to saturation. However, even if the sys-
tem were deployed around all our major cities, a large part of the Na-

have the option of ground bursting his warheads outside of the de-
fended areas, thereby producing vast amounts of letha] fallout which
conld be carried by the winds over the defended areas. While the sec-

velopment of a new, long-range interceptor with a high yield warhead
which kills by X-ray. ith this missile, called the Spartan, the Nike-

cities with the Sprint missile,

Consequently, the Congress in the summer of 1966 appropriated
$168 million over and above the President’s fiscal year 155367 budget
request to prepare for the production of the Nike-X system. This ac-
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tion, together with a number of other developments which occurred
during that year,* brought the Nike-X deployment issue to & head.

Tn response to these events, President Johnson, on January 24, 1967,
made the following recommendation to the Congress: .

“Clontinue intensive development of Nike-X but take no action now
to deploy an antiballistic missile (ABM) defense; initiate discussions
with the Soviet Union on the limitation of ABM deployments; in the
event these discussions prove unsuccessful, we will reconsider our de-
ployment decision. To provide for actions that may be required at that
time, approximately $375 million has been included in the 1968 budget
for the production of Nike-X for such purposes as defense of our
offensive weapon systems.” )

However, later in that same year (in a s eech in San Francisco on
September 18, 1967) Secretary of Defense McNamara announced the
Johnson administration’s decision to move forward with the deploy-
ment of an antiballistic missile defense system against the potential
threat of a Chinese Communist ICBM attack in the mid-1970s. Tt is
portinent to note the reasons given by Secretary McNamara for this
decision. He stated them as follows:

“There is evidence that the Chinese are devoting very substantial re-
source to the development of both nuclear warheads, and missile de-
livery systems * * * indications are that they will have medium-
range ballistic missiles within a year or so, an initial intercontinental
ballistic missile capability in the early 1970, and a modest force in
the mid-1970%s.

“Up to now, the leadtime factor has allowed us to postpone a deci-
sion on whether or not a light ABM deployment might be advan-
tageous as a countermeasure to Communist China’s nuclear
development.

“But the time will shortly be right for us to initiate production if
we desire such a system.”

* #* & * * % -

“The system would be relatively inexpensive—preliminary osti-
mates place the cost at about $5 billion—and would have a much high-
er degree of reliability against a Chinese attack, than the much more
massive and complicated system that some have recommended against
a possible Soviet attack.

“Moreover, such an ABM deployment designed against a_possible
Chinese attack would have a number of other advantages. Tt would
provide an additional indication to Asians that we intend to deter
China from nuclear blackmail, and thus would contribute toward our
goal of discouraging nuclear weapon proliferation among the present
nonnuclear countries.

+ Among these developments were the following :

(1). The Soviet Union had accelerated the deployment of hard ICBM’s beyond the rates
torecasted by the U.S, intelligence community and had initiated the deployment of an anti-
ballistic missile defense system around Moscow.

The Chinese Communists had launched and demonstrated nuclear-armed medinm-
range balllstic missile and had detonated their first two thermonuclear devices.

(3) The Nike-X had reached a stage of development where the start of concurrent pro-
duction and deployment had become feasibic. .

(4) The Joint Chiefs of Staff had strongly urged a prompt decision to deploy the system.

290-948—69——4
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“Further, the Chinese-oriented ABM deployment would enable us
to add—as a concurrent benefit—a further defense of our Minuteman
sites against Soviet attack, which means that at modest cost we would,
in fact, be adding even greater effectiveness to our offensive missile
force and avoiding a much more costly expansion of that force.

“Finally, such a reasonably reliable ABM system would add pro-
tection of our population against the improbable but possible acciden-
tal launch of an intercontinental missile by any one of the nuclear
powers.”

As you know, this Chinese-oriented ADBM system was called the
Sentinel. By January 1969, production of many of the components of
that system was already underway, and the acquisition of operational
sites had been started. ITndeed, the Johnson administration’s fiscal year
1970 budget included $1.8 billion to carry forward the full-scale de-
ployment of the system, with an initial equipment readiness date of
October 1972 for the first site at Boston and completion of the entire
system by January 1975.

Thus, the Nixon administration was confronted with a going pro-
gram, and not just a proposal. A choice had to made. The alternatives
open to the new administration from this point of view can be sim.-
marized as follows:

1. Permit the Sentinel program to move forward as planned
by the preceding administration.

2. Halt production and deployment and continue research and
development only.

3. Terminate all work on the Sentinel system as such, and con-
tinue only research and development on more advanced ABM
technology.

4. Reorient and rephase the entire Sentinel program.

For reasons which I discussed earlier, the fourth alternative was
chosen.

2. Ooncept of Operation and Status o f Development

Mr, Chairman, there are two basic concepts involved in the kind of
ballistic missile defense systems we are discussing here today—area
detense and terminal defense. Area defense involves the detection and
tracking of the incoming reentry vehicles with long-range radars, and
the interception of those vehicles with long-range defense missiles
while they are still high above the atmosphere. Terminal defense in-
volves the interception of enemy reentry vehicles with short-range,
high-acceleration defense missiles, after these vehicles have reentered
the atmosphere and after they have been sorted out by the atmosphere
from decoys, chaff, and other confusion devices, By using both con-
cepts in combination, a defense in depth can be provided. The area de-
f%nse concept is portrayed on chart 2, and the terminal concept on
chart 3.

Both the Sentinel and Safeguard systems involves the same basic
technology and utilize the same major components: Perimeter Ac-
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quisition Radars (PAR’s), Missile Site Radars (MSR’s), Spartan
missiles, Sprint missiles, and a data processing center associated with
each of the radars. These components serve the following basic func-
tions: The PAR is the long-range radar which first acquires and
tracks the target, while the MSR is the shorter range radar which con-
tinues to track the target and also guides the interceptor missiles. The
Spartan is the long-range area defense missile, and the Sprint is the
high-acceleration terminal defense missile. The data processing cen-
ters provide the necessary calculations for the entire intercept
operation. )

The Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR), shown on chart 4, is a
relatively low-frequency, phased-array radar which is capable of si-
multaneously detecting and tracking a large number of objects at a
range greater than a thousand miles. The PAR provides information
to the data processing center which computes the track of the incom-
ing missile and the probable point of intercept. (When the target
missile comes within range of the MSR, the MSR tracks it and pro-
vides the guidance for the Spartan interceptor missile.) The PAR
radar must be large in order to provide the long range and high reso-
lution required for the system. It will be housed in a building about
200 feet square, 130 feet high, and will have an antenna with a di-
ameter of 116 fect.

The principles, functions, power level, and frequency of the PAR are
quite similar to existing operational space and air defense radars.
Hence, there is no need to build a complete R. & D. PAR, and the first
PAR can be assembled directly at an operational site. The status of
the work on this radar is as follows: The equipment configuration has
been chosen, the design and performance specifications have been pre-
pared, a partial prototype test model has been started and is now 40
percent complete, the design for the PAR structure has been finished,
and the PAR computer is 25 percent complete. In short, work on the
PAR is well along and no major problems are anticipated.

The Missile Site Radar, shown on chart 5, is also a phased-array
radar which controls the Sprint and Spartan interceptor missiles dur-
ing an engagement. It has a range of several hundred miles and can
simultaneously track multiple incoming objects and guide missiles to
intercept them. After the MSR has been alerted to the incoming target
by the PAR, it and its associated computers provide the capability to
ready interceptors for launch, launch them, guide them to intercept,
arm their warheads, and fire them.

Because the functions of the MSR are more complex than those of
the PAR, a prototypo system has been installed at Meck Tsland in the
Kwajalein Missile Range, where its operational capabilities are being
tested. The installation was completed in May 1968 as scheduled, and
the radar wags successfully brought up to full power in November 1968.
Work on the data processing center associated with this MSR, includ-
ing the programing, is now progressing well. The first MSR-directed
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Spartan intercept of a single ICBM is expected to take place in the
spring or summer of 1970, and an intercept with a Sprint later in that
year. The first intercept of multiple targets at Kwajalein is scheduled
for early 1971.

The data processing function, which T just mentioned, is an ex-
tremely important element in the ABM defense systemi. Powerful
computers and sophisticated “programs” are needed to control the ra-
dars, compute trajectories, differentiate the incoming warheads from
other objects, guide the defense missiles, and so forth, Moreover, the
“programs” must be designed in advance to reflect every conceivable
eventuality the system may confront, and this represents a very com-
plex problem. While each of the PAR’s and MSR’s has a data process-
mg center associated with it, the entire system will be tied into a bal-
listie missile defense center located at the underground headquarters
of the Continental Air Defense Command.

The MSR computer has the more difficult data processing require-
ment, since it must not only track the target but also guide the inter-
ceplor missile. Tt utilizes a multi-processor shown on chart 6, with
several units which can operate in parallel on different tasks or dif-
ferent parts of the same tasks. Two processors out of an eventual total
of four have been installed and are now operating with the MSR at
Kwijalein. (Installation of the third is now underway.) The two op-
erational processors have been integrated with the radar and are being
nsed to test the radar “hardware” and to develop the “software” com-
puter programs. The data processing system, including the computer
programs, should be ready for nuse in the first Tive intercept scheduled
for 1970,

The 3-stage Spartan missile, shown on chart 7, is used for area de-
fense and can intercept objects at a range of several hundred miles and
at aititudes high above the atmosphere. This missile is a sealed-up
version of the Nike-Zeus. The latter was fired 154 times. and it made 10
suceessful interceptions out of 14 attempts against TCBM’s fired from
the west coast in 1962 and 1963, during its system test nhase.

The first Spartan was fired in March 1968, and there have now been
a total of eight firings. Six were completely successful. and two only
partially sueccessful. However, the deficiencies in the latter two have
heen identified and corrections have been made. Additional test firings
will @o on at a rate of about one per month.

The Spartan multi-megaton warhead is being developed and tested
bv the Atomic Fnergv Commission. A suceessful scaled-down develon-
menial shot was fired underground in Nevada in December 1968. Tt
should be noted that this Spartan warhead is being designed so that
it exnnot detonate below a certain minimum safe altitude, and because
of the high altitudes where the interceptions will take place, there will
be i gignificant effects on people or property on the ground.

The very fast Sprint missile, shown on chart 8, makes its intercept
in the atmosphere. It is used for terminal defense where the incoming
enemy warhead is not destroved by the Spartan missile, either because
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of & miss or malfunction, or a failure of the radars to diseriminate be-
tween an armed warhead and a decoy or other confusion device. Once
the actual warhead has emerged from its accompanying confusion
devices as they enter the atmosphere, the high speed of the Sprint
enables it to make the intercept before the warhead descends to its
detonation altitude. :

Test firings of the Sprint began in 1965. Out of a total of 29 launches,
there have been 14 successes, 7 partial successes, and 8 failures. How-
ever, eight out of the last 10 firings have been fully successful, More-
over, the exact causes of the two failures have been identified and cor-
rective action has been taken. On the basis of these recent flight tests,
we believe the Sprint will meet its performance specifications.

The Sprint’s warhead is designed to use two kinds of phenomena to
kill an incoming reentry vehicle—an air blast which destroys the ve-
hicle, and neutrons which penetrate the vehicle. The warhead will be
provided with a safety device which will prevent it from detonating
below a minimum safe altitude. At this altitude there should be no
adverse effects on people or property on the ground. Testing of the de-
velopment warhead by the AEC has indicated that the roposed
design can meet the requirements. Design and fabrication o%-) the op-
erational warhead is proceeding as planned.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is clear from my discussion of the status
of the major components, that the system as a whole ig ready for pro-
duction and deployment. In fact, as I noted earlier, some o the com-
ponents are already being manufactured, and a total of about $484 mil-
Jion has heen obligated for procurement alone. Included in this total
is about $70 million for the first PAR; about $120 million for data
processors; $59 million for advance procurement of an MSR; about
€146 million for production facilities, production engineering, et
cetera, for various major components of the Safeguard system. Ks of
March 30, 1969, about $108 million in procurement funds has already
been expended. We estimate that a total of about 15,000 employees in
the prime and major subcontractor plants, alone, are engaged in this
ABM development and production effort.

Mpr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, T must tell you very
frankly that if the Congress, this year, does not approve the deploy-
mont of Phase 1 of this system, we would not only have to terminate
production, but also drastically revise the R. & D. effort uniquely re-
lated to the deployment of this particular system. We have been ad-
vised by very knowledgeable people in the business that we have
probably gone as far as we can in the development of some of the
components of this system. In any event, we would, of course, con-
tinue R. & D. work associated with the Kwajalein test program and
on more advanced ABM defense technology.

Nevertheless, a large portion of the work force presently engaged in
this effort would have to be disbanded, and if we should later decide to
oo ahead with the Safeguard program in fiscal year 1971, it would
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take not just one more year, but at least 2 more years to complete the
full deployment. In other words, the system would not be fully opera-
tional until the spring of 1978 instead of 1976. This is so because the
work force would have to be rebuilt and all of the production processes
restarted, and this would take at least an additional year. To delay
this program for another 2 years would, in my judgment, be gambling
with the Nation’s survival—unless we adopt some of the other alterna-
tives (e.g., increasing our strategic offensive forces) which I dis-
cussed earlier. And I want to make it perfectly clear that those meas-
ures would have little effect on the situation which would prevail if
the Chinese ICBM threat were to emerge in the mid-1970's.
2 *® % ® *® *

I' would now like to turn to the Safeguard program specifically
proposed by President Nixon.

¥. BASIC ELEMENTS OF THE SAFEGUARD PROGRAM

Before I discuss the Safeguard program, I believe it would be useful
to review briefly the main characteristics of the ABM program pro-
posed by the preceding administration and the reasons why we felt
it should be reoriented.

The Sentinel system, as I noted earlier, was oriented primarily
against the Chinese ICBM threat. It involved the deployment of 17
sitex; 15 in the 48 contiguous States and one each in Alaska and
Hawaii. The plan called for the deployment of six PAR’s (with one
face each) along the northern border of the United States facing the
Chinese ICBM threat corridors. Each site wus to be equipped with an
MR, some with more than one face each, for a total of 38 faces. (The
four sites in the Minuteman fields and the one in Washington, D.C.,
wonld each have had a four-face MSR to give them an all-around
defense capability.) All of the sites except Hawaii were to have
Spartan missiles. The Hawaiian site was to be equipped with Sprint’s
only because of the small area to be protected. All sites at which the
PAR’s were to be located were to be equipped with Sprint’s for
defense of the radars.

There were several elements of this plan which we felt could be
considerably improved. First, the plan was too heavily oriented to
the Chinese ICBM threat. For example, all of the PAR’s faced north
only, providing no warning or tracking capability against the SLBM
threat from the sea. Many MSR’s had no terminal defense, and no
Sprint’s were specifically provided for the defense of the Minuteman
force. This last requirement, was simply held open as an option, to
be exercised if needed. Yet the Soviet threat to our land-based ICBM’s
and bombers was growing more rapidly than was forecast only a
y]en rlor two ago, while the Chinese ICBM threat was evolving more
slowly,

Second, 10 of the 15 Sentinel sites in the contiguous 48 States were
to be located in or near major metropolitan areas. This particular
pattern of deployment could well appear to the Soviets as a threat
to their deterrent, since it could serve as the foundation for a thick
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ABM defense of our cities. We would, of course, all wish to defend our
cities if that were technically feasible, which it is not. Thus, placing
the Sentinel sites in or near the major metropolitan areas might
have simply resulted in an increase in the Soviet ballistic missile threat
to our cities.

Furthermore, since the public is well aware that Spartan will be
equipped with a large, megaton-class warhead, many people became
gravely concerned as to their safety in the event of an accidental
detonation. We cannot, from a strictly technical point of view, ab-
solutely preclude that very remote possibility, but the control tech-
niques employed heretofore clearly show that the chance of an ae-
cidental detonation is virtually nil. We can point with great confidence
to our record on nuclear safety, which includes the safe deployment
of Nike-Hercules air defense missiles around our major cities for
more than a decade.

Third, the entire Sentinel system was to be deployed on a fixed,
predetermined schedule, instead of on a step-by-step basis which would
allow for a periodic reassessment of the international situation and
the need to continue the deployment.

The Safeguard program, in contrast, is based on a different con-
cept. It is to be deployed in a manner which will make its defensive
intent unmistakable, All of the sites will be located well outside the
major urban areas, except for Washington, D.C., which is the control
center of the National Command Authorities. This site will be pro-
vided a heavier defense than was planned in the Sentinel program.
since protection of the NCA is essential if we wish command and
control of our nuclear weapons to continue to reside in the hands of
the constituted authority.

By properly locating the 12 sites, we can provide reasonable cover-
age for our manned bombers against the SLBM threat from the sea.
To provide the all-around radar coverage required, 7 PAR’ with 11
faces would be installed, instead of 6 PAR’s with 6 faces. Six of these
11 PAR faces would cover the seaward approaches, including the Gulf
of Mexico. And, even though the Safeguard sites would be located away
from the cities, a good area defense of virtually the entire country
against the kind of threat the Chinese Communists might pose in the
1970’s could be provided with 12 instead of 15 sites (excluding in both
cases, Alaska and Hawaii).

The Safeguard system, if all Phase 2 options are exercised, would
require somewhat fewer Spartan’s but more than twice as many
Sprint’s on launchers than the Sentinel system. The increased number
of Sprint’s is principally for the protection of the Minuteman fields,
and the four Safeguard sites planned for these fields would account
for almost two-thirds of the Sprint’s, More than half of these Sprint’s
would be deployed at so-called remote sites around the MSR to pro-
vide better coverage of the Minuteman force.

Another important feature of the Safeguard proposal is that the
deployment would be implemented in stages in a manner clearly re-
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fated to the actual development of the threat and the international
situation generally, All we are asking the Congress to approve this
year is Phase 1 of the program, which includes only the first two
sites in the Minuteman fields—Grand Forks Air Force Base in North
Dakota and Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana. As shown on
chart 9, each of these sites would be equipped, initially, with a 1-face
PAR, a 4-face MSR, and Spartan and Sprint missiles, plus the re-
yuired data processors, communication facilities, and so forth. How
we would propose to proceed from there would de end upon the out-
come of the forthcoming talks with the Soviet nion on strategic
arms limitations and, ultimately, on how the threats, both from the
>oviet Union and Communist China, actually evolve.

There are several reasons why we feel it is extremely important
that we move ahead with Phase 1'at this time. First, as T already noted,
if we do not proceed with production and deployment of the ABM
components in fiscal year 1970, we would probably have to put the
entire project on the shelf for the time being, thus delaying the avail-
ability of an operational system for at least 2 years. Secon , although
we plan to install an R, & D. prototype system (except for the PAR)
at Kwajalein, that system would still not be the one we would install
al an operational base. We feel it ig absolutely essential to deploy at
an_operational site in order to check out the entire system wider
realistic conditions and work out the problems that Inevitably. arise
i the deployment of any new major weapon system. This work must
be done 1n any event if we ever want to deploy this system. If we
don’t do it now, we will have to do it later, thus depriving the Presi-
dent of the option to move forward rapidly with the Phase 2 options
=should the need arise within the next, fev years.

The reason we have proposed two sites instead of one is that they
would be mutnally supporting in an area defense role since the PAR
and the Spartan coverage would overlap to some extent, I urthermore,
we have to begin somewhere, and these two sites would provide protec-
tion for at least a limited portion of the Minuteman force. According-
Iy, even if we don’t, go beyond Phase 1, we would still get some value
out of the deploment of the first two sites. To protect our population
against the Chinese ICBM threat, in contrast, would require the de-
ployment of all 12 sites.

Because most of the startup costs must be incurred in the beginning
of the production program, the DOD inve:stmept cast (procurement,
Aboat $800 million of these funds are already available: another $360
million is included in the revised fiscal year 1970 budget request, muk-
ing a total of about $1,160 million. The balance of the $2.1 billion
DOD investment, cost for Phase 1 would have to be financed in sub.-
sequent years.

The initial equipment readiness date of the first site at Grand Forks
is estimated to be J anuary 1974, and the second site at Malmstrom,
July 1974. It is pertinent to note that the initial equipment readiness
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date of the first site in the Sentinel plan discussed in Mr. Clifford’s
fiscal year 1970 Posture Statement was October 1972, Thus, we have al-
ready slipped the ABM deployment program by more than 1 year.
That is how we have been able to reduce the total fiscal year 1970
budget request for ABM deployment—including R.D.T. & E., and so
forth-—by almost $1 billion.

I want to make it clear at this point that these cost figures pertain
only to the Defense Department budget; they do not include the nu-
clear warhead costs which, as you well know, are financed in the
Atomic Energy Commission’s budget, This has always been the case
insofar as DOD weapon system costs are concerned. For example,
the fiscal year 1970 Sentinel budget request figures cited in Mr. Clif-
ford’s statement also exclude warhead costs, as do the figures cited
in Mr. McNamara’s last statement.

I should also caution that the term “DOD investment cost” excludes
R.D.T. & E. Although I think it is more logical to include R.D.T. & E.
in investment costs, and I have taken action to see that this is done
in the future, the practice in the Defense Department in the past
has been to include only procurement and military construction. In
order to maintain comparability with the Sentinel costs used in the
past, we have continued to apply this more narrow definition of invest-
ment costs to the Safeguard program. As a result, the cost figures I
am using with regard to Safeguard are directly comparable to the
figures used for Sentinel. '

Shown on chart 10 are the Phase 2 options. If the Soviet ICBM
threat to our Minuteman force evolves in the manner I described
earlier, but the Chinese ICBM threat does not develop, then we might
propose to proceed with option 2A. This would involve adding two
more sites in the Minuteman fields—Whiteman Air Force Base in
Missouri and Warren Air Force Base in Wyoming. Tt would also
involve a substantial increase in the number of Sprints in the Minute-
man fields (plus more Spartans) and the installation of a Safeguard
site at Washington, D.C. (with one four-face MSR. Spartans and
Sprints) for the protection of the National Command Authorities.
The exercise of option 2A would bring the total DOD investment cost
for Safeguard up to $3.4 billion (including Phase 1).

The relative effectiveness of Safeguard option 2A in defending our
Minuteman force can be measured in terms of the threat I mentioned
earlier; namely, the large Soviet SS-9 type missile equipped with three
independently targetable 5-megaton warheads with an accuracy of
one-quarter of a mile. With a force of 420 of these missiles on launch-
ers and an assumed failure rate of 20 percent, the Soviets could place
over the Minuteman fields about 1,000 warheads. Without any ABM
defense, it is possible that only about 50 Minutemen would survive.
(A mixed force made up of fewer large missiles but including a number
of highly accurate small missiles could produce similar results.) With
Safeguard Phase 1, perhaps two or three times as many Minutemen
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would survive and with Safeguard option 2A perhaps five or six times
as many. (The actual number surviving woul d vary, depending upon
both the offensive and defensive tactics employed.)

T eannot state as a fact that the Soviets will actually develop a
MIRVed missile of this type or deploy a force of 420 of them. But I
think you will agree, in the light of the information already in hand,
that. it is well within the realm of the possible. And if they should do
0, onr Minuteman force as presently deployed could be virtually
wiped out—unless we provide some ABM defense.

Sateguard option 2B is designed to meet the growing Soviet SLBM
{hreat. to our bomber force. This option would involve the installation
of a1l 12 sites and the deployment of the improved Spartan. The tot al
DOD investment cost would amount to $6.3 billion (including Phase
1). Without an ABM defense, only a relatively small portion of onr
bombers and tankers would survive if the Soviets could place as many
as 15 Y-class submarines off our coasts, especially if the Soviet SLIBM’s
are fired on a depressed trajectory. With the option 9B deployment,
most of our alert bomber force could be expected to survive. Thus, the
expected payoff from an option 2B deployment would be very sub-
stantial under these particular circumstances.

Option 2C is designed specifically against the Chinese ICBM threat,
and assumes that the Soviet threat to our strategic offensive forces
£alls short of the levels postulated under options 2A and 2B. In this
case, we would install all 12 sites and deploy the improved Spartuan.
Bui. we could probably omit the PAR’s planned for Florida and
couthern California, since we would not have to defend against the
Qoviet SLBM threat to our bomber force. Moreover, some of the mul-
tiple MSR faces could probably also be omitted, since we would not
have to defend against the Soviet ICBM threat to our Minuteman
forco. The DOD investment cost of this option would be $6 billion
(including Phase1).

The effectiveness of option 2C against the Chinese TCBM threat is
expected to be very high. Tf the Chinese deploy a force of only 30
TOBM’s on launchers by mid-1976, they could inflict about 15 million
fainlities on us—if we had no ABM defense. With option 2C deployed,
fatalities could be held to less than 1 million. And, even if they were
to «deploy as many as 75 TCBM’s on launchers by the end of the
decnde, fatalities could still be held to less than 1 million, particularly
if {he improved Spartan is deployed. Here again, the deployment of
Safeguard would have a very large payoff, if the Chinese ICBM
threat should, in fact, emerge.

if we fully deploy the Safeguard system against all three of the
{hreats I have discussed, the total DOD investment cost would be $6.6
billion, about $600 million more than currently estimated for the
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Sentinel system. Adding the estimated $2.5 billion of R.D.T. & E.
costs specifically associated with the Safeguard program, the total
DOD cost, would amount, to $9.1 billion. This leaves the warhead costs
to be considered. According to the AKC, these costs would amount to
about $1.2 billion, including the costs of all of the facilities required
for development and test. The incremental investment cost incident
to the deployment of the system, i.e., the cost of producing the war-
heads alone, would only amount to about $0.2 billion. What propor-
tion of the remaining costs should properly be charged to the Safe-
guard program is problematical. Some of the new AKC facilities
being constructed for the Safeguard program can be used for other
development and test programs. Morcover, the special nuclear mate-
rials involved are recoverable. But, even if we charge off the entire
$1.2 billion of AEC costs to the Safeguard program, the total would
amount to $10.3 billion.

If we should later decide to extend the Safeguard system to Alaska
and ITawali, another $450 to $500 million would have to be added to
this total.

The annual operating cost of the fully deployed system is estimated
to be about, $350 million a year. The deployment locations are shown
on Chart11.

P. STRATEGIC AND FORRIGN POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

For many years, and over several administrations, this Nation’s
strategic nuclear war policies have been squarely based on the proposi-
tion that the other great nuclear power in the world, the Soviet Union,
must under all foreseeable conditions be deterred from ever attempting
a first strike on the United States. The terminology employed in de-
seribing this policy has varied over the years, but its essence has re-
mained unchanged: we must always be in a position where we can in-
flict nnacceptable damage on the Soviet Union, even after absorbing
the first blow. In more recent times, this capability has been Jabeled
“Agsured Destruction,” and I am sure that the members of this Com-
mittee understand the meaning of that term; it was certainly pounded
home to us often enough by my distinguished predecessor, Robert
McNamara.

The issue that now confronts the Nation is how best to ensure that
deterrent (or “Assured Destruction”) power throngh the 1970s. If the
Soviets continue on the course they are now following, and T am
speaking here of what they are actually doing and not what we think
they intend to do, the survival of two of the three major elements of
onr strategic offensive forees, namely, the bombers and the land-based
TCBMs, could be gravely endangered, To rely on only one of the three
major elements would, in my considered judgment, be far too risky,
considering the stake involved, which is the very survival of our Na-
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tion. Tt is perfectly ap arent, therefore, that something more must
be done, and in view of the leadtimes involved, done fairly soon.

One possibility, of course, is an agreement with the Soviet Union on
the limitation of strategic armaments. T wholeheartedly support that
vbjective, and we should do everything in our power to achieve a
suitable agreement. But we must recognize that the issues involved
re extremely complex and, even with the best of good will on both
sides, it will be very difficult to work out an arrangement which truly
sufeguards the security of our respective nations.

Meanwhile, we have to deal with the world as it is today. Until an
acceptable arrangement is achieved, we must continue to ensure the
sufficiency of our deterrent. As I noted earlier, we can do this by in-
creasing our strategic offensive forces. But we feel that this course
would simply accelerate the arms race with the Soviet Union. And, it
would not solve the problem of the other threat looming on the hori-
zon: namely, the prospect that the Chinese Communists will deploy
an ICBM force. Nor would it provide protection against the pos-
sibility of an accidental TCBM launch against the United States, or
an intimidation attack with a few missiles.

The only single program which can cope with all of these contin-
sencies is Safeguard. It can ensure the survival of the minimum re-
qinred number of Jand-based TCBM’s and bombers; it can provide a
very high degree of protection for our Population against the kind of
aitack the Chinese Communists may be capable of launching in the
1970°s: and it ean defend the Nation against an accidental TOBM
Taanch or an intimidation attack. While there might be some question
a1 to whether it would be worth $10 billion to place ourselves in a posi-
tion to defend against any one of these potential threats, there can
bie no question but that it would be well worth that amount of money
to be able to defend ourselves against all of these threats.

We see no reason why a decision to move forward with Phase 1 of the
Safeguard program should in any way impede the forthcoming talks
with the Soviet T/nion on strategic armaments limitation. Let me re-
mind you that only a few days after the Senate had approved the Sen-
tinel program last year, following many dire warnings that such an
approval would wreck the chances for strategic arms talks, the Soviets
aniounced their readiness to start such talks. And, they have displayed
no loss of interest in the ratification of the Nonproliferatiton Treaty.

Furthermore, as T noted earlier, the Soviet TTnion has been deployving
an ABM system aronnd Moscow, and they are continuing their work
on more advanced ABMs. T think it is entirely possible, therefore, that
the Soviet Union may want to provide for some minimum ABM de-
fense in any apreement they reach with us on the limitation of strategic
armaments. The Soviet leaders have traditicenally laid great stress on
defense, particularly the defense of Moscow, and T doubt very mnch
that, they would be willing to dismantle the existin g Galosh ABM sys-
tein around that city.
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Thus, it is entirely possible that a Soviet-United States agreement on
strategic arms limitations might provide for a limited ABM defense
on both sides. I myself can see no objection to such an arrangement,
especially in the face of a situation where our cities could become
hostage to the Chinese Communists. I recognize that we plan to con-
tinue to rely on our deterrent to protect our cities against a Soviet
attack in the 1970’s, but that is because we have no better alternative.
Against the Chinese Communist ICBM threat, however, we do have a
better alternative, and that is the deployment of the Safeguard sys-
tem, T think we would be foolhardy not to employ it, if that threat
does indeed, begin to emerge. o L

With regard to other foreign policy implications of a decision to
deploy Safeguard, we believe that “on balance” the advantages far
exceed the disadvantages. This would be particularly true with respect
to the free world position in Asia. Once Communist China acquires
a force of medium range bombers and/or ballistic missiles, all of h_er
neighbors would be open to nuclear blackmail. Should Communist
China then also acquire an ICBM force with which it can threaten our
cities, and we have no defense against it, the President of the United
States would have no alterative but to back down or risk the destruc-
tion of several of our major cities in any serious confrontation with
Communist China.

Furthermore, as former Secretary of Defense McNamara pointed
out last year in his discussion of the Sentinel program, “It would pro-
vide an additional indication to the people of Asia that we intend to
support them against nuclear blackmail from China, and thus help to
convinee the nonnuclear countries that acquisition of their own nuclear
weapons is not required for their security.”

With regard to our allies in Kurope, the Johnson administration’s
decision to deploy the Sentinel system did not have any important
repercussions one way or the other. The issue of an ABM defense for
Western Europen was discussed with our allies and it was concluded
that the threat was so great and varied that even an extensive deploy-
ment might not be able to prevent great damage from the kind of
attack the Soviets could mount over the next several years.

However, some of our NATO allies have expressed concern about
the impact of such a decision on the prospects for a detente in Europe.
But, as T just pointed out, the decision of the U.S. Congress last year
to support the Sentinel program did not have any perceptible adverse
effect on the Soviet Union’s attitude toward the Nonproliferation
Treaty or the strategic arms limitation talks, I doubt that a decision to
proceed with Safeguard will have any bearing on their attitude toward
a detente in Europe. '

Canada, on the military level, has shown great interest in our ABM
defense program, although it is not considered a part of the United
States-Canadian NORAD system. But at the political level the interest
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is less pronounced. It is my impression that the Canadian Government
hax decided to adopt a noncommittal position on this issue. We do have
ati obligation to keep the Canadian Government, and our other NATO
allies, informed of our ABM defense plans, and we are meeting that
obligation. ) )
t'hus, from a foreign policy point of view, we see no adverse implica-
tions in a decision to go forward with the deployment of Safeguard.
And, certainly, this is true with respect to Phase 1, the deployment of
which would simply place us in a better position to move forward
promptly if it should later become necessary to deploy the whole

system.

G. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I have outlined here
today the reasons why the Nixon administration has reached the con-
clusion that we should move forward at this time with the deployment
of ut least Phase 1 of the Safeguard system. I have presented to you
the facts and the analyses upon which that conclusion was based. The
choices now open to you are the same ones which President Nixon had
to confront in reaching his decision in March :

1. Continue the Sentinel program proposed by the preceding
administration 2 years ago and approved by the Congress last
year.

2. Cancel that program and revert to R. & D. only.

3. Modity that program to bring it into better balance with the
threats as they now appear to be developing.

‘The President rejected the first choice because the Sentinel program
was not geared to the threats as they were actually evolving. He ve-
jerted the second choice because he was convineced that the Soviet threat
to our bombers and land-based missiles was more imminent than pre-
vionsly assumed, and that the Chinese threat to our cities would ulti-
muately emerge, albeit later than originally estimated. He adopted the
thivd choice because the deployment of an ABM defense at this time
wottld be the best response to both of these threats, and, in addition,
would provide protection against an accidental ICBM launch or an
intimidation attack on the United States. Because neither of these
threats might develop as fast or to the full extent presently estimated,
e decided to pace the deployment of the Safeguard system to the
aclual emergence of these threats and request the Congress to approve
onlly Phase 1 of the system at this time. '

{"can assure this Committee that we have carefully considered the
fensibility of delaying the deployment of Ihase 1. In fact, initiation
of deployment has already been delayed by more than a year compared
with the Sentinel schedule. T have, on my own initiative, held up all
construction work on ABM sites and any further acquisition of land
for these sites, pending a Congressional decision on this program. But
production had already been started by the time the Nixon adminis-
tration took office. ITad we terminated production, we would, in effect,
have preempted the Congressional decision on deployment. The labor
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force would have had to be laid off and the contractors reimbursed for
costs already ineurred. As a result, we would not now be in a position
to start deployment promptly, even if the Congress approves the pro-
gram in the current session. 'Aside from the waste of public funds
Tvolved, this course of action would have delayed the program by at
least one extra year.

1£ we put off the deployment decision until next year, we would
delay the completion of the program by at least two years, from the
spring of 1976 to the spring of 1978. This choice appears to us to be
far too risky since both the Chinese threat to our population and par-
ticularly the Soviet threat. to our bomber and land-based missile forces
are likely to emerge considerably before that time, perhaps as early
as 1974-75. Furthermore, it would entail all of the waste and delays
involved in terminating production.

Tt has also been suggested by some people that we complete the test
program at Kwajalein before we initiate deployment. The thought here
is that we would know much more about the eflectiveness of the system,
and thus be in a much better position to decide whether it is worth
deploying. Aside from the fact that we would have to cut back dras-
tically the Safeguard R. & D. effort as well as terminate production,
it would delay completion of deployment until the end of the 1970,
far too late in relation to our current estimates of the threat.

Moreover, the Kwajalein tests will not answer all the questions
involved in the actual deployment of an operational system. Only a
prototype operational site can answer those questions. So, to those who
are concerned about whether the Safeguard system will work, I would
say let us deploy Phase 1 and find out. Only in this way can we be
sure to uncover all of the operating problems that are bound to arise
when a new major weapon system is first deployed. Since it will take
5 years to deploy the first two sites, we will have ample time to find
the solutions through our continuing R. & D. effort. to any operational
problem which may arise. And only then will we be in a position to
move forward promptly, and with confidence, in the event the threat
develops to a point where deployment of the entire system becomes
necessary.

With Tegard to technological obsolescence, let me assure you that we
have carefully explored all of the various systems which have been
proposed by the Navy and Air Force as well as the Army. The radar
guided intercept concept, which the Safeguard system employs, is the
Tatest and best technology presently available. No other technology on
the horizon promises any better system. With improved terminal guid-
ance, we might be able to substitute nonnuclear for nuclear warheads.
We are pursuing this path, but there is a great deal of work yet. to be
done to prove the feasibility of this concept. ‘We have also looked at the
lasers, but they are still quite a way off in the future. Even then, we
would still need the Perimeter Acquisition Radars. A number of other
advanced technological concepts have been explored, but none of them
lie within the required time frame.
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we have reviewed very carefully and
conscientiously all of the criticism that has been leveled against the
Safeguard program and I can assure you that all of the major points
raised have been considered at one time or another during the many

cars this system has been in development. The deplo ment of

hase 1 would involve a DOD investment cost of $2.1 billion, ex-
cluding R. & D. and AEC costs which would have to be incurred, for the
most, part, even if we postpone deployment for another year. This
represents an average annual expenditure of about $400 million over
the next 5 years. I submit that in view of the great stakes involved,
this is a very modest insurance premium, roughly one-half of 1 per-
cent. of the total Defense budget, and considerably less than one-
twentieth of 1 percent of our current gross national product. Notwith-
standing the severe budget stringencies under which the Government
will have to operate in the next fiscal year, President Nixon found it
necessary to recommend this program to the Congress.

Congressional approval of the Phase 1 deployment will give the
President the flexibility he needs at this critical juncture in our history.
It will strengthen his hand in the forthcoming negotiations with the
Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic armaments. If these negoti-
ations do not produce an acceptable agreement, he will be in a position
to move promptly to protect our strategic deterrent. In short, the de-
ployment of Phase 1 of the Safeguard program is the very least that
we should do at this time to ensure our security in the 1970%.
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DELAY IN ADOPTING SAVEGUARD CONCEPT

Mr. Manon. Mr. Seeretary, why did the Department of Defense
delay until early March 1 969, in adopting the option to defend mis-
ttie sites rather than adopting the other concept of defending cities?
Did you to some extent make the ABM system more unpalatable be-
canse you are proposing to defend weapons sysfems rather than cities?
Would you comment on that ?

secretary Laten. Mr. Chairman, on taking office, the new administ ra-
fron wanted a reasonable amount of time to review the entire question
of the Sentinel deployment, and to review the latest information,
inceluding the threat, the ABM requirement. and the ABM’s capability.
In this review the new administration considered the varicus options
it were available to meet the posaible threats, as those threats are
now recognized. Based on this review, the decision was taken that we
should proceed with a modified deployment of the ABM system ;
namely, the Safeguard system. This review was made under the direc-
tion_and leadership of the Department of Defense, more specifically
the Deputy Necretary of Defense, David Packard,

I believe tho time that was taken was a, reasonable amount of time.
s Secretary of Defense T ordered stop on site construction work.
Wo did not stop the procurement oy the rescarch and development
that had already been contracted for by the previous administration.
The only stop order we placed had to do with the acquisition and
construction of sites, which incidentally had been authorized by the
(ongress. We felt, hecause of this review, we should stop the acqui-
sifion and construction of sites, and that is all we stopped during the
review. That construction is still stopped.

MISSILE SITE VERSUS CITY PROTECTION

Mr. MatoN. You have not answered that part of my question as
fo why you went to missile site protection rather than city protection.

Secretary Tatep. Mr. Chairman, first T believe that direct city pro-
tection against the Soviet threat is almost an impossibility given the
present state of the ABM art. Even if you carried out the option,
which the Sentinel system h ad, of going to a thick deployment around
our cities, you would not be able to assure that every missile launched
by a potential enemy against those cities would be intercepted.

Alr. Marron. Will you elaborate on that for the record ?

{(The information follows 1)

I'he problem involved in defending onr cities against a Soviet nuclear attack
is Hllustrated by the tfollowing table:
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NUMBERS OF FATALITIES IN AN ALL-OUT STRATEGIC EXCHANGE, MID-1970°51

[tn millions]

United States strikes first
. at military targets, Sovi-
Soviets strike firstagainst  ets  refaliate against
military and city tar- U.S. cities, United States
gets, United States re- retaliates against Soviet

Taliates against cities cities
U.s. Soviet U.S. Soviet
Y.S. program Soviet response fatalities fatalities fatalities fatalities

No ABM . oooamenn
Sentinel.._...

Posture A

Posture B. ... .ooo--- N

1 At fatality levels approximating 100,000,000 or more, differences of 10 to 20,000,000 in the calculated results are less
than the margin of error in the estimates.

Source: Statement by Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara on the fiscal year 1969-78 Defense Program
and the 1969 Dejense Budget, D. 64.

Several points become clear from an examination of the above table:

1. The Sentinel system proposed by the preceding administration would have
had little effect on the ultimate outcome of an all-out strategic exchange with
the Soviet Umnion in the mid-1970's. In fact, by simply deploying penetration
wids in their missiles they could have fully offset the benefits of the Sentinel
system, as far as the protection of our cities is concerned.

2. A light ABM defense, congisting of an area defense of the entire continental
United States with Spartan and a terminal defense of 25 cities with Sprint
(Posture A), could be almost completely offset if the Soviets were -to deploy
bhoith MIRV’s and penetration aids on their ICBM’s. And, even if we move to a
heavy defense of 52 cities (Posture B), the Soviets could substantially offset it
by adding some 550 mobile ICBM’s to their force.

Qince the Soviet Union has the technical and economie capacity to do these
things, we must conclude that they can offgset any advantage we might attempt
to gain by deploying an ABM defense around our cities. That is why the Defense
Department considers the defense of our cities against a Soviet ballistic missile
attack almost an impossibility, given the present state of the ABM art.

Mr. Marox. General Wheeler, why did you recommend the protec-
tion of population

PEPLOYMENT O SOVIET §5—9 MISSILES

Seeretary Laimrp. May I make a second point there, Mr, Chairman?
It is a very important point. It has to do with the change in the de-
ployment plan and the exercise of the option.

Mr. Martmon. Very well.

Secretary Tammp. You know and T know sitting across the table
there, we were told about a year and a half ago that it looked as if
the Soviet Union was tapering off the deployment of the SS-9 large
missile. — which has the capability of carrying a weapon up to
95 megatons, In ——— we picked up ——— information that they
were going forward with the deployment of new SS-9 groups. Then
T ——_ information was developed that they were going forward
with still more SS-9’s, —— We now know that other SS-9 sites
were placed under construction within the Soviet Union.

This led me as the defense planner to look at the capability of the
S9-9 weapon. I could not assume that it was merely being deployed to
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destroy U.S. cities. T had to assume that the capability was
being developed by the Soviet Union to knock out our hardened Min-
uteman sites. Why else would they need so many SS-9’s on top of all
the SS-11’s and SS-18’s they are deploying?

SAFEGUARD SYSTEM AS OPTIONAL UNDER SENTINEL, PROGRAM

In the original Sentinel program there was an option for deploy-
nienf, of ABM’s on these particular Minuteman bases that are pres-
ently in the Safegnard system. These two sites making up Phase 1
were in the Sentinel program, but on down the line. The city protec-
tion against the Chinese ICBM threat was first. With this new de-
velopment in the Soviet threat, we felt it was important to reorient
the deployment plan and to configure it so we would be protecting our
second strike capability against that threat, while at the same time
maintaining the capability to protect country-wide against the
Chinese threat.

CREDIBLE, BALANCED DETERRENT MAINTAINED BY SAFEGUARD ABM

Me. MamoN. Your object there apparently is to make sure that you
have a maximunm deterrence of war with the Soviet Union.

Secretary Lamp. Mr. Chairman, the way to prevent a nuclear ex-
change between the Soviet Union and the United States is to maintain
a credible, balanced deterrent. The way to maintain peace, the way to
protect people, is to maintain the credibility of that deterrent force.
We have better people protection in the Safeguard system than we
had in the Sentinel system because we give that credibility to our
deterrent force, which is so vital and which is so necessary in order to
prevent nuclear, war.

My. Mamon. I think that is a good point. Do you have any elabora-
tion on it or refinement of it, General? Do you fully agree with the
latest statement by the Secretary %

General Waerrmr. I agree with the Secretary’s statement, sir, T
think this makes the case for the Safeguard system.

My. Mamon. It makes the case for, the Safeguard ?

General Wrrrrer. Yes, sir.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM

Mr. Marox. At this point in the record I want you to explain ex-
plicitly with appropriate documentation the matter of congressional
authorization.

(The information follows:)

CONGRESSTONAL AUTHORIZATION OF THE SENTINEL ABM DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM
A. PROCUREMENT

Authoerization for procurement of Sentinel was first contained in Public Law
90-500, September 20, 1968. It was explained in House Report 1645, July 5, 1968,
at page 48, The Senate Report 1087, April 10, 1968, at page 12, also justified this
program.

Funds for this procurement anthorization for fiscal year 1969 were contained
in Poblic Law 90-580, October 17, 1968. The program was explained on pages
16 and 4243 of House Report 1735, July 18, 1968. The Senate committee out-
lined the program on pages 5 and 30 of Senate Report 1576, September 19, 1968,
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Extensive debates and statements were contained in the Congressional Record
when the proposed DOD Appropriations Act for 1969 was prescented to the Senate.
(See Congressional Records for April 17, 18, and 19, 1968.)

B, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Construction for Sentinel, later called Safeguard, was first authorized by
Public Law 90-110, dated Octuber 21, 1967, under the heading “U.8, Army Air
Defense Command—~Conus-Various locations, operational facilities, and utili-
ties, $64,846,000.”

House Report 512, July 26, 1967, at page 18, and Senate Report 570, September
21, 1967, at page 28, refers to this program as «clagsified tactical facilities.”

Included in the military construction program for fiscal year 1968 was $64 mil-
lion (Public Law 90-180, Dec. 8, 1967) for Sentinel which was fully explained on
pages 9 and 10 of House Report 799, October 19, 1967. Congressman Sikes ex-
plained the program on the floor of the House when presenting the construction
program for fiscal year 1968 (see p. 13881 of Congressional Record, Oct. 24,
1967).

For fiscal year 1969 an additional $227,460,000 line item, including Sentinel, was
included in Publie Law 90-408, July 21, 1968, under the same heading as that for
fiscal year 1968. The House cominittee explained its position on Sentinel on pages
5 and 6 of ITouse Report No. 1296, April 23, 1968. Senate Report No. 1232, June 13,
1968, page 14, contained a similar statement on Sentinel.

Funds were provided for fiscal year 1969 in Public Law 90-518, September 26,
1968. Both House and Senate committee reports explained the allowance of in
excess of $200 million for this program. (See I1. Rept. 1754, July 19, 1968, p. 11, and
S. Rept. 1486, p. 5.) Congressman Sikes again explained the committee position re:
Sentinel when presenting the proposed appropriation act for fiscal year 1969 on
the floor of the House and it was extensively debated. (See pp. H7712 through
7784 of Congressional Record, July 29, 1968.) :

Senator Bible likewise explained the funding of Sentinel when he took the
fiscal year 1969 proposed appropriation act to the floor. (See pp. $9922 and $9923
of Congressional Record, July 31, 1968.)

PROTECTION TOR CITIES

Mr. Mazox. You have explained the fact that it took some time for
the new administration to make a decision on some of these matters.
You have explained the reconfiguration of our ABM system. I would
like to ask this question. ITow do we justify deploying a thin system
against the possible threat of the T.S.S.R. when it has been stated that
even a heavy deployment would not protect our cities.

Secretary Latep. What we have said, Mr. Chairman, is that we can-
not build a defense which can prevent unacceptable damage against a
massive Soviet TCBM attack on our cities. I believe that is what we
have said.

Tn the case of our strategic offensive forces, even if some missiles.
penetrate the defense around our strategic offensive weapons systems,.
this defense can still be considered useful and effective, because it will
add to the survivability of our deterrent force.

Mr. Mawon. Mr. gecretary, are the Soviets still deploying their
smaller ICBM’s which have always been thought of as a threat to our

cities? Then this question: Should we be planning to defend both

cities and missile sites at this time ? ) .

Secretary Latrp. To the first part of your question the answer 1s yes.
The Soviet Union is going forward with the deployment of what we
call the SS-11 and SS-18. The Soviets will surpass the United States in
total operational TCBM’s this year. They have more under construction
and operational than the United States does today.

The second part of your question dealt with protection for the cities.

29-D48 —69——8
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Mr. Chairan, 1 wounld like to vestate what [ said en rlier—T think it
i almost, impossible, given the present state of the ABM technology,
fo oive assured protection against a massive Soviet atfack on our cittes,

Mr. Mano~. You may elaborate for our record.

secretary Famn, We can give a very high degree of protection
nestinst a Chinese TOBM attack, at least through the 1970°s and prob-
ably well into the 1980%, with the kind of area protection that. is pro-
vided in the Mafeguard system. T think the best way to protect our
vities against & Soviet attack is to protect our deterrent foree, and the
credibility of that deterrent force, 5o that we can survive the first blow,
and the Soviets know we can, and know that we will still have enough
ictt to deliver a devastating refaliatory attack. That will keep the peace
#1d prevent nuclear war.

OPTION OF GOING TO A THICK SYSTEM

Mr. Marox. T would Tike to ask this question: We all have dis-
cussed the matter of protection against a possible Red Chinese atisck
21! how this relates to a thicker, more adequate system against the
Soviet. TTnion, To what decree is the Safeguard system a stepping
stone or building block to a heavier system ?

mecretary Tatn, The Safeguard system does not have the option
thut the Sentinel system had to go forward with a thick coverage
around our large metropolitan areas because, except for Washington,
D.C., the Safeguard sites will not be placed in or near those areas, as
was the case with the Sentinel system. T think Safeguard does have
certain other features. Personally, I think one advantage that it gives
us in protecting our strategic offensive forces— not, only our missiles,
bui. our bombers as well—against the Soviet SS-9, SS-11 and other
missile systems snch as the sub-Jaunched missile and the FOBS, is
extremely valuable. We have changed the deployment pattern and the
configuration of the radars, as T pointed out in my opening statement,
to oive us 860 degree coverage. This kind of coverage was not avail-
able in the Sentinel system. I believe these changes give the Safe-
guard system a significantly greater capability and make it a better
system than the Sentinel against the strategic threats as we see them
now,

HOW SAFEGUARD SUPPORTS OTUR STRATEGIC DETERRENT

Mr. Maron. T think you have already commented on this, but T
would like to ask this question for the record and you can respond for
the record later,

Make clear how the Safeguard system supports our strategic
deterrent.

Secretary Lamnp. T would like to put in a few charts there for the
classified record, too, if T may, Mr. Chairman, and some actual
diagrams,

Mr. MawoN. Very well.

('The information follows 7)

I'ROTECTION RY SAFEGUARD OF THE STRATEGIO RETATIATORY CAPABILTIY

(hur strategie retalintory capability is composed of three types of forces: sub-
marine-launched ballistie missiles, ICBM’s and long-range bombers. These fdr(‘os,
in combination, provide us with a high confidence second-strike ea pability which
deters a nuclear war. However, an increasing Soviet offensive force threatens
to erode this deterrent force:
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(1) The Soviets are testing a multiple warhead system of their large 880
ICBM that could lead to a force which could destroy our Minutcman missiles,

(2) They arve scrially producing a new nuclear class submarine, much like
our Polaris, that could destroy 0.8, strategic bombers in a surprise attaclk.

(3) They are moving ahead with various weapons appavrently designed to
threaten our Polaris/Poseidon force.

ABM defense can provide added protection of our land-based strategic deterrent
forces and hedge against the possible vulnerability of our Polariz/Poseidon
force, Iowever, we must have more than just a strong second-strike foree—
we must maintain control of our deterrent forces in a crisis or war. An ABM
defense of our National Command Authority (NCA) and command and control
system will increase the time available for decision and will increase the chances
of survival of the NCA against a moderately heavy attack.

A. PROTECTION OF MINUTEMAN

Although we can maintain a high level of retaliatory destruction of the Soviet
Union even following high levels of destruction of the Minuteman force, we are
concerned about our ability to maintain an essential minimum number of these
increasingly vulnerable forces. Vulnerable forces, in a period of extreme crisis,
may invite an attack rather than deter one if the enemy knows he can probably
destroy the force. Therefore, we should protect the Minuteman.

Tven though the Soviets are not expected to have an adequate force (in-
cluding an accurate MIRV) to destroy an unacceptably high number of Minute-
man for scveral years, we must maintain options against the possibility that
they could. Therefore, I’hase I of Safeguard provides a base which could be
augmented and would allow us to make follow-on decisions at an appropriate
time (Phase 1I) if we saw the threat developing.

We have investigated several alternatives for protecting Minuteman against
a growing Soviet offensive threat. The ncar term and relative costs to keep an
adequate ABM defense of Minuteman will be less expensive in the initial years
and probably less expensive overall than other options. However, we would not
want to rely exclusively on ADM defense of Minuteman. We will also add to
Minuteman hardening.

B, PROTECTION OF STRATECGIC BOMBERS

ABM defense can provide an effective means of preventing our bomber force
from becoming vulnerable to a surprise Soviet submarine-launched missile
(SLLBM) attack. Our strategic bombers are a major component in our retalia-
tory foree because (a) they hedge against the unexpected failure of missile
forces, (b) they are useful for non-nuclear conflicts, (c) they allow us to quickly
increase our force size by simply increasing the alert rate, and (d) they force
the Soviets to pay large costs for a balanced defense against bombers and mis-
siles. Bombers are vulnerable to a surprise Soviet SLBM or F'OBS (orbital
bomb) attack since they rely almost exclusively on tactical warning for sur-
vival. We have adequate warning of Soviet ICBM’s and T'OBS through current
radar systems and are taking steps to improve this warning with new surveil-
lance systems. Against a surprise SLBM attack, however, even if we get warn-
ing at nearly the time of launch, the missile flight time is so short to some bases
that a significant portion of our pbombers and tankers may be destroyed before
they can take off.

In addition to improved warning, there are four alternatives to deerease the
vulnerability of the strategic bomber force against SLBM’s: (1) dispersal, (2)
airborne alert, (3) improved ASW forces and (4) active defense of the bases.
We can disperse the bomber force to reduce the takeoff time by putting bombers
and tankers on each of many airfields (all would not be on alert). ITowever, this
would cost $200 to $400 million per year and depressed SLBM trajectories would
«till make the takeoff time marginal.

Airborne alert is difficult to maintain over a long period of time since addi-
tional crews and increased aircraft maintenance is required. We estimate air-
porne alert for a significant portion of our bombers would cost almost $1 billion
per year and we would not he sure how long we could maintain this posture.

We have, therefore, initiated three steps to increase bomber survivability. The
first step includes a limited bomber dispersal plan which increases the number
of targets required for the SLBM. The second is a new early warning system
which gives factical warning at nearly the timc of missile launch to increase
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the warning time. With these new plans, a significant portion of the strategic
bombers can survive until the SLBM force expands to that projected for about
197374,

ADBM defense of the bomber bases against new long-range SL.LBM’s with a good
warning system can provide additional time to launch the bombers by intercept-
ing the initial portion of the SLBM attack. In the years after 1973, this defense,
with the new warning system and limited dispersal, would significantly increase
the homber survivability and reduce the dependency of the bombers on tactical
warning for survival,

PROTECTION OF MINUTEMAN SITES, PITASE I

Mr. Manox. Ts it true that only a very small percentage of our
Mizteman will be protected by Phase I, probably less than 3 percent
of surtotal deterrent 7 How is Phase T justified ¢

mecretary Liarmrp, Mr. Chairman, that is not correct. Phase I of the
Safegnard program would give us a_thin coverage over about 85-90
percent of our Minuteman force with the two sites that are con-
templated in North Dakota and in Montana. We would have heavier
protection for at least 10-20 percent, of our Minuteman force. I want
to make it clear that when you talk about heavy protection you are
talking about area defense with the Spartan plus terminal defense
with the Sprint. We have six wings of Minuteman and two of these
wings have protection with a fairly thick cover, and most of the rest
with a thin cover, about 85-90 percent with a thin cover.

LOCATION OF SAFEGUARD SITES

Mr. Mamon. What criteria will be used in locating Safeguard sites?

Secretary Latrp, The sites T outlined in my statement with respect, to
Phase I, Mr. Chairman, are, of course, on Minuteman missile fields
and are for the defense of two of our six Minuteman wings. The next
two sites, should we go into the next phase, option 2A, would wn-
doubtedly be deployed in the next two Minuteman areas.

This decision to proceed with option 2A would be based on the con-
tmuation of the build-up of the threat to our Minuteman missiles on
the part of the Soviet Union. That deployment would be decided at
the time we brought Phase IT to the Congress for consideration.

Mr. Marow. Will the public be notified and consulted in advance of
site selections in connection with the Safeguard program ?

Secretary Latrp, Yes, Mr. Chairman.,

Mr. Mawox. You can elaborate for the record.

Secretary Latrp. In my statement T have outlined the 12 proposed
sites und the general area of the 12 proposed sites, including the two
in PhaseT.

{(The information follows })

Rite selection and validation will consist of a preliminary public announcement
of the zeneral area in which the gite ig to be located, and a survey of all potential
siteg in the area to determine which best meet siting criteria and should be
selected for more detailed investigation, There will be consultation and ecoordina-
tion with those publie officials and local planning groups who represent the
people and whose funection it is to coordinate land usage and community plan-
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Mr. Mamow. I would like to read into the record some questions
at this point, and ask you to comment briefly and elaborate at more
Jength when the transeript comes to you, Mr. Secretary.

ITARD ROCK SILO PROGRAM

Tnder the hard rock silo program the Air Force has a project under-
way to locate and identify hard rock sites in certain areas of the
United States. After this survey is completed, a study will be made,
we understand, to determine the optimum of Minuteman missiles to
be hardened as well as the exact locations of these proposed hardened
sites. In view of this, how is it possible to make any plans for future
Safeguard ABM sites to protect Minuteman missile silos? You can
comment for the record.

(The information was provided to the committee and is classified.)

Mr. Mawmon. The next question : When will the hard rock siting plan
be completed ? I would like for you to answer that, if you can, at this
time.

Secretary Latrp, Of conrse, Mr. Chairman, I think it is necessary
to go in both directions in this program. I would like to point that
out in answer to the first part of that question. We are going forward
on those programs, but as far as the hard rock silo development pro-
gram is concerned, I do not believe that it will be completed until
fiscal year 1971, We will have the information, as far as the siting
situation is concerned, completed sometime this fall. But, that pro-
gram could not possibly be completed in the fiscal year 1970 and prob-
ably not until the 1971 or 1972 time period. But that study is going
forward now. I would like Dr. Foster to comment on it.

Mr. Fosrer. Mr. Chaivman, as you have indicated, we are planning
to develop a hard silo concept that would be able to sustain ——— psi
rather than the current ——— psi over-pressures, The — increase
in hardening is to be in large measure, because of the siting of the
silos in hard rock. ITowever, there are different degrees of rock hard-
ness. We are finding in our surveys that some of the rock is not ade-
quately structured, in that sheer plains exist. As a consequence we
would not get all of the protection from each rock area that we had
expected to find.

Mr. Masox. Please elaborate on that for the record.

(The information follows:)

The Hard Rock Silo (FIRS) systew is intended to be deployed in rock forma-
tiong that have selected density, compressive strength, seismic velocity, and the
rock iz to be mechanically uniform and relatively free of cracks and faults.
‘The sites must be located in the United States in regions accessible from existing
bases, but not close to urban centers.

One of the first objectives of our IIRS devclopment program is to demonstrate
that there is sufficient competent rock available for a possible deployment of the
‘total force. Approximately 20 areas are being examined in an office study of all
.available data. A limited field reconnaissance is made to verify promising areas.
‘The best areas are then subjected to more extensive surface and subsurface
explorations by aerial photograph, seismic surveys, core borings, field propaga-
tion measurements, and laboratory tests of rock cores, .

We are generally in the early phase of our search. We have found satisfactory
hard rock areas; however, some of the places that initially looked good have
proven unsatisfactory as a result of core boring findings. Apparently, the rate

of cooling of some lava rocks had a great effect upon whether the rock became
a great solid mass or a large fractured, cracked affair of the same basic material.
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In the latter case, there are shear plains and fractures so that the rock is not as
strong as we desire for the Hard Rock Silo. So there is hard rock and hard rock.
We are reasonably confident that there is adequate competent hard rock in the
right solid form to provide the option to deploy a significant portion of the
HCHM foree.

=meerotary Laaen, That study will not be completed until the fall.

My, Fosrrr. It will be at least fall, sir.

e, Marron, Will Safeguard ultimately protect only those Minute-
mu i missiles which will not be hardened ?
socevetary Latep. Mr. Chairman, the Safeguard deployment, if we
o beyond the Phase T—and T want to make it ¢lear that we are cover-
ing only Phase T in our vequest this year-—would cover virtually the
endiva Minuteman foree as presently deployed.

Vv, Fosrer, 1f T may add to that, Mr. Chairman, we also expect
to locate the new missile silos nnder the protective envelope of the
Hafeouard system.

secvetary Latep. But there is no request, My, Chairman, for the
con=truction in the 1970 hudget. The hard rock construction program
is not a part of the 1970 Defense program, just the R. & D. portion
of it. This is a study that is heing completed. T do not want to cen-
fuse anyone that this program is ready to go forward. It is not.

My. Mawon. If much of our Minuteman force is to be hardened —
that. is hardened more adequately—does this preclude the necessity
for o Safeguard ABM system to protect our Minuteman nuclear
strike capability?

Secvetary Lamn, No, Mr. Chairman, it does not.

T believe that we have to go in both of these directions, partieniariy
with the size of the warhead that has been developed by the Soviet
Union. I would like to point out that our offensive capabilities are not
the same as the Soviet Union’s capabilities in this area.

Mr. Marmon. T assame at this point it is impossible to know just
what the hard rock system may nltimately become ¢

secretary Laten, Mr. Chaivman, it is impossible for us at this time
to give you an adequate estimate of what the cost of a hard rock
svstern would be. T would like to supply a very approximate cost
estiuate on that system, because we have studied the costing of tha
systein and also its trade-off against the Safeguard system. I think it
might be worth while to show some of that information in the record
at this point.

(The information follows:)

Assnming we would want to place all of the 1,000 MINUTEMAN in hard

rock silog, the cost, on the basis of our preliminary estimates, could amount to
about %6 to $7 billion (excluding the costs of the missiles themselves).

Y

POSSIBILITY OF SATEGUARD CAUSING FURTITER RSCALATION

Mr. Mamon. This question, Mr. Sceretary: How confident are we
that ihe deployment of SAFEGTTARD will not require a response by
the Soviet Union or the Red Chinese? In other words, will this pre-
cipitate a heavy escalation? What is vour rationale ag to this matter?

Secretary Larrn. T would just like to say

Mr. Mamon. You covered this in vour statement to some extent.

Secretary Latrn. Yes; T went into this question in my statement.
The Soviets did not exhibit any particular concern over the original
SENTINEL decision, as you know, Mr. Chairman, and continued
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thereafter to express their interest in arms limitation talks, Premier
Kosygin has declared publicly that the Soviet ABM system, which
they began to deploy before we decided on the SENTINEL, is not
a threat to any nation and thus should not provoke an arms race. Be-
cause of our vastly greater resources and technological lead over Red
China, there is no question of a nuclear arms race with the Chinese.
That just is not a question that is before us at this time. So I think that
the Soviet Union, on the basis of the statements made by Premier
Kosygin, would certainly not consider the deployment of SAFI-
GUARD a provocative act on the part of the United States. It is
purely a defensive missile system for the protection of our second
strike capability and our deterrent.

EFFECT OF ABM DEPLOYMENT ON NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

Mr., Manow. I wish you would advise us for the record the view-
point—your viewpoint and the viewpoint of your advisers in the
Pentagon—on this question of whether or not the deployment of
SAFEGUARD would adversely affect the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Secretary Lairp. I will be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. We will
also place 1 the record at this point the statement of the Director of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Gerard C. Smith.

(The information follows:)

The ABM deployment should not have an adverse effect on the Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty, or any future arms limitations negotiations. The phased or measured
deployment represented by the proposed Safeguard system should notf in any
way jeopardize realistic or effective arms talks, Instead, the deployment should
bring about an incentive to pursue negotiations and does not in itself preclude
the United States from entering into negotiations as ealled for in article VI of
the Treaty. The basic U.S. decision to deploy a thin ABM defense was made in
September 1967 ; work on the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) was not completed
until June 1968, some 9 months later. The NPT has been signed by 87 countries
in full knowledge of the U.S. Sentinel deployment plan and the fact that the
Soviet Union has already deployed a partial ABM system and is energetically
pushing its research and development of these weapons. For nations that have
not yet signed the NPT, the Safeguard system can offer additional assurance as
to the credibility of our deterrent.

STATEMENT oF GERARD C, SMITIT, DIRECTOR, U.8. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMA-
MENT AGENCY, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAT. ORGANIZATIONS
AND DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS OF THE SENATE IOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE,
MarcH 6, 1969

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as the newly appointed Director
of the Arms Control Agency, I am impressed with the soundness of the premise
in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act which provides that “arms control and
disarmament policy, being an important aspect of foreign policy, must be con-
sistent with national security policy as a whole.” Also under that act, the Agency
hag a mandate to study both “the arms control and disarmament implications of
foreign and national security policies of the United States,” and “the national
security and foreign policy implications of arms control and disarmament pro-
posals.”

Today’s hearings clearly involve such considerations, and I would like to con-
tribute what I can to clarification of such of the issues involved in the ABM
decision as relate to arms control, and particularly to the proposed talks on
strategic arms lHmitations,

Perhaps it would be helpful at the outset to review exchanges with the U.S.8.1R.
that have taken place with regard to such talks.

‘The initiative for the strategic arms limitation talks originated in late 1966
with several informal exchanges between senior U.S. officials and Ambasgsador
Dobrynin in Washington. Formal exchanges began in early 1967 and, as you re-
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=all, President Johnson, at his press conference on March 2, 1967, announced that
fte had received a reply from Chairman Kosygin to his letter of January 27 con-
tirming “the willingness of the Soviet Government to discuss means of limiting the
arms race in offensive and defensive nuclear missiles.” Both the President and
Secretary MeNamara raised this subject during the Glassboro meetings in June
1967.

On July 1, 1968, President Johnson and Chairman Kosygin issued similar state-
ments indicating agreement to discuss “the limitation and eventual reduction of
both offensive strategic nuclear weapons delivery systems and systems of defense
against ballistic missiles.” The U.8.8.R. had informed us shortly before the Czech
invasion that it was prepared to begin talks between special representatives. The
Czech invasion delayed the opening of these talks. The Soviets have continued to
<how strong interest in pursuing this subject, as evidenced by the Tass article on
inauguration Day indicating their willingness and readiness to begin talks.

President Nixon indicated at his press conference last Tuesday that, although
he thinks that both the interests of the United States and the Soviet Union would
uot be served by simply going down the road on strategic arms talks without, at
vhe same time, making progress on resolving political differences, he did not in-
fend to leave the impression that we say to the Soviet Union that, unless they do
1his, we will not have talks on strategic arms. The executive branch is reviewing
ou a priority basis the overall U.S. strategic force posture, including both offen-
sive and defensive systems. This review includes arms control considerations,
And I would like to say that my Agency, among others, is actively engaged in this
review and in preparation for talks, and that I have devoted a good part of my
time to this subject since taking office.

1t is important to note that these negotiations would relate to both offensive
and defensive systems, and not just fo ABM’s. This is so because of the inter-
action of the two. The Soviets are not interested in talking only about ABM’s.

T'he objective is to prevent an escalation of the arms race. Such escalation takes
piaee when one side reacts to a move by the other. Thus, for example, if we were
toaleploy a “thick” ABM system, the Soviets might well react by increasing their
«:ifensive capabilities in order to penetrate it. But if we could reach a satisfactory
azreement, putting limitations on both offensive and defensive strategic systems,
W might avoid this action-reaction phenomenon, which would entail a great ex-
penditure of effort and resources without any net gain to U.S. security.

At this point T might comment briefly on foreign attitudes toward ABM deploy-
ment and the proposed strategic arms limitation talks, These attitudes were
ascertained prior to the President’s recent trip to Europe.

Informed opinion abroad, and particularly in Europe, views the ABM problem
as one primarily affecting the United States and U.S.8.R. There is a general feel-
ing. shared by all our allies, that United States-Soviet negotiations involving
ABAM’s as well as offensive systems, would be desirable. Qur allies want us to
consult with them regarding progress of any such negotiations and we have
az=nred them we shall do so.

FLet me turn now to the guestion of ABM’s. Under the budget cycle, the new
administration has to make its decision with respect to fiscal 1970. This review
-should be completed in the near future. My Agency is participating in the review,
and in the deliberations of the National Security Council. Before the review is
-eompleted, it would be inappropriate for me to comment on it. What I can say is
that arms control considerations are being given serious attention.

I assume that you are primarily interested in hearing from me today about
the possible impact on the strategic arms limitation talks of any decision which
mizht be made on the U.S. ABM program as a result of this review. For the
reasons I have indieated, I must confine myself to general observations.

Lot us assume, as one possible example, resumption of the Sentinel deploy-
meut, program along the lines recommended by the previous administration. This
prowram was announced in September 1967 after the United States had advised
its a1lies and the Soviet Union. As stated at that time, the basic purpose of the
Sentinel deployment was primnarily to limit possible damage from minor strategic
threats. Great effort was made to prevent this decision from being misconstrued
and becoming a stepping stone to a new upward spiral in the strategic arms race
between the United States and the U.8.8.R. I would think that a decision to
resume some such deployment at this time would not prejudice the prospects for
strategic arms limitation talks.

We cannot, of course, know what the Soviet reaction was to this previous Sen-
tinel decislon since we don’t know in sufficient detail what motivates Soviet pro-
graming, U.S. ABM programing is only one of many factors which influences
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their strategic plans. It should be noted that there was essentially little publice
Soviet reaction to the original Sentinel announcement. However, since the 1967
ABM decision the Soviets have continued to expand their strategic offensive
systems, probably to be confident of maintaining their deterrent, or “assured de-
struction,” capability in light of the overall U.S. threat. Furthermore, as former
Secretary Clifford pointed out in his presentation of the fiscal 1970 budget, the
U.8.8.R. is pushing vigorously ahead with an R. & D. program for an advanced
ABM system, although their ABM deployment around Moscow is probably some-
what smaller than originally projected. Thus it is likely that a Soviet military
reaction, if any, to a Sentinel-type deployment is probably already in train and
should not be affected by my hypothetical example of a decision to proceed with
that type of system.

In June 1968, the Soviets indicated that they were prepared to begin talks
to limit both offensive and defensive strategic arms. This was some 18 months
after President Johnson had originally proposed them, and some 9 months after
the announced Sentinel deployment ‘Qecision. This timing would not necessarily
suggest a direct relationship between Sentinel and the talks. The Soviet agree-
ment to talks followed closely on the U.N, resolution endorsing the Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty which includes a provision (art. VI) in which parties to -the
treaty would undertake to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective meas-
ures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race as well ag other disarma-
ment issues.

Since June 1968, the Soviets have been pressing for initiation of these tdlks,
despite the fact that the United States was, until last month, proceeding with
the full Sentinel program. On the other hand, there has been no slackening of
the Soviet interest during the past month while the ABM deployment decision
has been under review, In light of these factors, it would be my judgment that
the assumed example to proceed with Sentinel would have little, if any, im-
pact on the Soviet interest in negotiating strategic arms limitations.

It is my personal judgment that to procecd with a greatly enlarged, or so-
called “thick” ABM system, would have a harmful effect on the outcome of stra-
tegic arms limitation talks. It would be looked on as an escalation of the strategic
arms race started after the Soviets had agreed to proceed with the talks. They
would probably wish at the very least to review their decision to go ahead and
might decide to back out until such a time as they had deployed sufficient offen-
sive forces to insure penetration of such a “thick” U.8. gystem.

The effect of actual ABM deployment on the outcome of the negotiations
would depend on the scope and characteristics of the system, the timing of the
negotiations, and the types of armaments which would be involved in any agree-
ment. After all, it would be some years before any U.S. ABM system could be
operational. It should not take many months of negotiation to determine if stra-
tegic arms limitations appear to be negotiable.

I hope the committee will realize that present circumstances may make it
somewhat difficult for me to answer some of your questions in a fully respon-
sive way.

I am operating under three constraints. First, newness at the job—I have
yet to receive my first paycheck, Second, I am a principal participant in the
current Presidential review of the ABM matter and therefore under certain
wraps., Third, I expect to have a role in strategic arms limitation negotia-
tions which I believe are upcoming and as such should try not to telegraph
our present thinking about negotiations to the Soviet Union. But I do appreciate
the importance of better public understanding of this very important issue
facing the United States and, subject to the above constraints, I will do my hest
to be a responsive witness.

Mpyr. Chairman, that completes my prepared statement. Thank you.

Secretary Latrp, T would just like to add that as far as the deploy-
ment of this system is concerned, Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that
it can be considered by anyone as a provocative act. If we are interested
in truly getting going with arms control talks, and as Secretary of De-
fense I think it 1s important for us to get inte these talks and discussions
within the very near future—we should go forward with the Safe-
guard program. If we make the decision unilaterally here in the
United States not to go forward with defensive strategic weapon
systems, this would be a great error. If we do this on a unilateral basis,
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it. will prolong the talks instead of hastening the talks. It should be
pointed out that it took us over 4 years to get the Nonproliferation
Treaty. It took longer than that to get the Test Ban Treaty. If the
Soviet Union knows the United States is unilaterally going to stop
moving forward with offensive and defensive weapons systems, it is to
their advantage, while they continue their deployment and continue
talking in one way and acting in another, to keep those talks going
forever. We will not then have success as far as any arms limitation is
concerned in the future.

Mr. Mamox. You may elaborate for the record and also make sure
that you respond fully to this question.

(The information follows:)

The Safeguard system should in no way impede a strategic arms agreement.
This is a complex issue which requires review of both the effect that initiation
of Safeguard Phase I may have on progress toward talks with the Soviets and
the viability of an agreement if these talks are successful.

1. The system would not require a Soviet reaction to maintain their deterrent
force nor is this an escalatory step. The United States has qualitatively im-
proved its strategic forces not quantitatively escalated the total offensive
megatonnage., The decision to primarily defend Minuteman and the bomber
force rather than deploy additional offensive forces reflects this. A Soviet reaction
to the Safeguard system will be necessary only if the Soviets want a first strike
capability against U.8. bomber force and Minuteman-Titan force. U.S. protec-
tion of cities with Sprint batteries and associated radars deployed within metro-
politan areas requires long leadtimes from site acquisition to initial operating
capability. Thus, the United States could not quickly or easily shift to a defense
of cities against a heavy, Soviet type, attack.

2. ABM is a new strategic system for the United States. However, deployment
of this system at this tilme should not jeopardize talks. Since last summer when
the issue became prominent in both the United States and Soviet Union, the
Soviets have:

1. Continued to deploy the S8-9, S8-11 and new solid propellant ICBM’s.

2. Flight tested a multiple reentry vehicle payload on the SS-9.

3. Continued production of missile-firing subs.

4. Tnitiated tests on the next generation of ABM.

5. Continued deployment of the Tallinn and Moscow defensive systems.

o Continued both quantitative and qualitative improvements in their air
defenses.

Further, there is no timetable for these talks. If initiated, negotiations may
proceed for some time prior to reaching an agreement. If the United States ix to
adopt the unilateral principle of deferring strategic systems decisions in anticipa-
tion of successful future negotiations, there is no indication that such actions will
be reciprocated. We cannot defer initiation while the threat increases without
unduly deferring the time the deployment would be effective.

&

POSSTRILITY OF SAFEGUARD TMPEDING DISARMAMENT

Mr. Mamon. Would the deployment of Safeguard impede a dis-
armament agreement with the Soviets? You have answered that in
a lefthanded way.

Seeretary Latnp. T will try to do it in a right handed way.

('The information follows:)

Fivst, we have very strong reasons to believe that Safeguard will in no way
make arms talks more difficult. The Soviet interest in strategic talks was not
deterved by the previous decision to deploy the Sentinel system—in fact, their
interest was formally announced shortly after that decision. The Safeguard
deployment is modest in scope and aimed at maintaining our deterrent. We
think the Soviets will recognize that fact and not view our decision as a threat
to their deterrent. Nor should they see it as inconsistent with conducting strate-
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gic arms talks, especially since such talks would encompass defensive as well as
offensive systems. In this regard, there is simply no question but that we are in
a better negotiating position if we bave both defensive and offensive systens
to discuss. After all, the Soviets have already deployed an ABM system which
protects to some degrec a wide arca centored on Moscow, We believe they are
continuing their ABM programn, directed either toward improving this initial
system or, more likely, towards a substantially better sccond-generation ABM
system.

Further, abandonment of ballistic missile defense may be imprudent for both
the Soviets and ourselves. Previously, the Soviets’ ABM deployment was aimed
only at the United States. Today, our intelligence suggests they may be directing
their defenses also toward Communist China.

It would appear that the Soviet Union would be just as reluctant as we would
be to leave their country naked against a potential Chinese Communist threat.
8o the abandonment of the entire system, particularly as long as the Chinese
threat is there, probably would not be looked upon with much favor by either
country.

POSSIBILITY OF DELAYING DEPLOYMENT OF SATEGUARD

Mr. Mamon. Should we, as many have suggested, postpone the de-
cision to deploy Safeguard so more research can be conducted and
disarmament talks started with the Soviet Union? We have been
working for many years on an ABM system—not the Safeguard and
not the Sentinel—just some sort of ABM system. I think 1f we pro-
vide the funds requested in this budget for the ABM system, prob-
ably we will have provided over the year as much as $6 billion in this
field.

Secretary Lamp. I think that is correct, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Maitox. I would like to have a breakdown supplied in this
part of the record, and I would like the staff to check to see that
the figures comport with our records in regard to that matter.

Secretary Liatrp. Mr. Chairman, the Phase 1 is, in effect, a pro-
totype installation to enable us to complete engineering, installation,
and shakedown and tests and to have these two stations fully opera-
tive by 1974. Tf we do not proceed with the deployment of Phase 1,
but delayed the decision to deploy for approximately 1 year, as
some have suggested, the earliest these two sites could be ready for
complete checkout would be In 1976. Deployment of the necessary
total number of installations to give protection to the essential por-
tion of our Minuteman force then could lag seriously the potential
threat of the Soviet Union. I think this would be a great mistake.
T will supply for the record at this point the total amount of re-
search and development funds we have put into this ABM program
thus far. Also, the research and development that is anticipated in
the future on this particular Safeguard program.

(The information follows:)

The Army has been responsible for the major portion of the costs incurred
up to now on ABM, going back to the late 1950's when the Nike Zeus system
was started. The total amount over the years through fiscal year 1968 either
obligated or approved in the Army program is $3.6 billion—thig includes a
;madll amount of military construction and some engineering for production

unas,

If we incluade Air Force support—=$§46 million—support of the national test
ranges—about $100 million—and approximately $1 billion expended by the Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency on ABM over the years through fiscal year
1968, it brings the total up to almost $5 billion.

The estimated R.D.T. & E. for the approved Phase 1 Safeguard program for
the years, fiscal year 1969 through fiscal year 1974, is $1.688 billion.
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RELTABILITY OF ABM WITHOUT LIVE WARHEAD TESTS

Mr. Mamon. Under the Test Ban Treaty we are precluded from
testing our ABM system against live warheads, as the Secretary and
the general know. Nuclear explosions above an ABM site could seri-
ously degrade its effectiveness, I assume. How much reliance can we
place in our ABM without live warhead tests and how much reliance
could the Soviet Union place in their ABM without live warhead
tests? Will you comment on that, please?

Sccretary Latrp. Mr. Chairman, I have been assured by the AEC
and by our own research and development people, by Dr. Foster who
is with me here today, that the tests can go forward, as far as the
nuclear warhead is concerned, in the underground configuration. We
are, as you know, going forward with tests of the Spartan and Sprint
missiles, and they are working effectively, but without using the
nuclear warhead. The Soviets are currently going forward with their
test program, too, on the ABM. As I pointed out in my statement,
they are going forward with the construction of the system around
Moscow, and are reconfiguring their radars. They were testing even
last month a new ABM with a loiter capability, which is able to go
up at one speed and change speeds and then lock onto a missile .

The Soviets have tested it. It is true, the question is raised that the
Soviets had gone forward with atmospheric tests to a much larger
extent, than we had. But T have been assured that we can successfully
carry on our tests within the confines of the Test Ban Treaty. Per-
haps it would be well for Dr. Foster to comment on that question.

I{)f r. Maro~. Will you elaborate on that for the record ?

M. Foster. Certainly, Mr. Chairman.

(The information follows:)

With respect to establishing confidence in the design of our warheads, the
underground tests can provide the compete assurance that the warheads will
work. We can also depend on the underground tests for providing the effects of
our own explosions on our own interceptors and radar components (the fratri-
cide problem).

With respect to the effect of explosions on radar performance (the blackont
problem), here we must depend on the measurements made a few years ago-
combined with an intensive theoretical analysis. We believe that this effort will

Itlace reasonable bounds on the effects which we can then Drovide against by
firing doctrine and radar placement.

SOVIET ABM DEPLOYMENT

Mr. Maron. The Soviet Union, insofaras I know, is not undertaking
to deploy an ABM system except in the area of Moscow. T understand
from your testimony and from your statement. that the Soviet Union
1s expanding its ABM effort. But is there any information indicating
that the Soviets expect to expand their ABM system beyond the area
of Moscow?

Secretary Larrp. Mr. Chairman, we have no information at this
time that additional sites will be placed under construction in the
Moscow complex. There are 60-odd missiles being placed on launch-
ers in the Moscow complex.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Maron. How do we know that the Soviet Union is going to
expand the number of its ABM gites?
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Secretary Lamp. We know that the Soviet Union currently is going
forward with a program to change the configuration of its radars in
the Moscow complex, where the deployment fis presently being carried
out. We know that the Soviet Union stopped building new sites about
a year ago or 80, a little over a year ago, while they went forward with
the tests of a new sophisticated ABM missile.

Now, we believe that they are near the end of their test series, and
with the new configuration of their radars, we feel they may go for-
ward with additional ABM’s of an improved type. They have that
capability.

1 hate to read their intent, Mr. Chairman, but I know from their
tosts that they have the capability. You ask how do we know this?
Well, we know that——

FORWARD-BASED ABM SYSTEM

Mr. Marox. What consideration has the Department of Defense
given to a forward-based ABM.isysi.;em?

Secretary LatrD. Wo are considering, and ‘we are carrylng oi, Te-
soarch work on the Sabmis sea-based system, which is the Navy version,
and we also.have money in this year’s budget to go forward with that
R. & D. program.

Mr. Maton. Please elaborate on that for the record.

Secretary Liatep. I can give you the exact amount, but this is strictly
research and development. It is not possible to go forward with this
kind of a system in the time period for which we need the protection.

(The information follows :)

The Department of Defense is sponsoring (fiscal year 1969 and fiscal year 1970)
a coordinated program of studies of forward basing ABM concepts. This tri-
service program is being 1led by the Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA).
"The ARPA portion of this effort is funded in fiscal year 1969 and in fiscal year
1970 to investigate the cost, effectiveness, and technical feasibility of previously
proposed concepts such as Sabmis plus an investigation of promising new con-
cepts in this area. A major ARPA role is to promote the investigation of concepts
that cut across service lines.

Additionally, small studies ancillary to the ARPA effort are being performed
under Service funding, exploring supporting subsystem technical problems.

In addition to the above offort there are two ongoing Service efforts. Sabmis
(sea based ballistic missile intercept system) is a Navy study to examine the
feasibility of angmenting Safeguard by forward baging a large radar and a Posei-
don-like interceptor missile on a ship. Fiscal year 1970 funding for Sabmis is $3
million. The Air Force ig studying the use of modified MINUTEMAN misziles
as defense interceptors and their study is funded at $2 million for fiscal year
1970.

POSSIBIFITY OF A NON-NUCLEAR ABM SYSTEM

Mr. Mason. Would there be an advantage in developing a non-
nuclear system which could be fully tested before it was deployed ¢
There would be no test ban treaty {imitation involved. I know some
scientific people and industry people are very eloquent in their espousal
of a nonnuclear ABM system. What does the Pentagon think of that?

Secretary Latrp. Well, Mr. Chairman, we are studying these various
systems. There is the system, that some people talk about which uses
the metal rods to kill the warhead. We are certainly looking at that
system but we are also looking at the use of lasers and other types of
ABM technology. o
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I would be less than frank if T told you we thought that thex:e was
much of a possibllity of making a breakthrough in the time period in
which we need this kind of protection.

Mr. Manion, Please continue that answer 1n the record.

(The information follows :)

Subject to sucecessful demonstration of homing to small miss distance (and
discrimination if the threat includes penetration aids) and fuzing, there are
several advantages to a nonnuclear system :

(@) It can be tested as a complete system before deployment.
(b) The political problems would be less complex.

(¢) The decision to commit would be easier,

(2) It would avoid the radar self-blackout problem.

(e) It would reduce the interceptor self fratricide problem.

1t should be noted, however, that many technical problems have yet to be
solved.

CONTINUED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT A8 OPPOSED TO DEPLOYMENT

Mr. Maron. There are many well-intentioned people in this country
who think any ABM system produced will be obsolescent by the time
it is operational and they feel strongly that we ought to restrict our-
selves for quite some time yet to research and development and not to
actnal deployment.

In your statement and in your response to questions, you have
touched on this, but I want yon to give your very best answer to that

uestion because it is a troubling question to some people. Will you do
that?

Secretary Larrp, Yes, Mr. Chairman.

First I would like to say that we have gone into this question very
thoroughly and we have considered it as exhaustively as we possibly
could.

I think that this current system does give us the possibility of fur-
ther improvements as we go on down the Iine. We have been in research
and development on this ‘program for a good long time. Earlier this
afternoon we put in the record the total amount of funds that we have
put into research and development of ABM systems. There are people
who tell us that we should go forward and build a PAR radar out in
Kiyajalein. This is a big expense. I think it would be wasting the tax-
payers’ money to build that kind of a radar system at Kwajalein. Tt
would serve no useful purpose as far as our system is concerned,

The technology involved in the PAR radar has been tested. We use
a similar radar in the space program, A partial prototype test model
of the PAR is now being built and will be tested before the complete
P’ARs are produced and installed. To go forward and build one of
these PAR radars ont in Kwajalein as a research and development pro-
gram, I don’t believe is the best use of the taxpayers’ money. I think
the lest use of the taxpayers’ money is to build two of these radars at
operational bases here in the United States. This 1s far superior to
building a system out in Kwajalein.

Mr. Marron, Tf you don’t build a PAR at Kwajalein, how can you
test the system as a package? You can’t fire test missiles against sites
in the United States.

Secretary Lairo, We have a radar out there which can be used to
simulate the PAR in the overall systems test. It operates on the same
frequency as the PAR.
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Mr. Marrox. I would like for you to philosophize, Dr. Foster, at this
point for the record with respect to the history of the development of
military systems. As you and I know, whenever you build a system
it isn’t perfect and in the construetion and in the testing of these sys-
tems, and the various components, you do learn Jessons that cannot
possibly be learned by paper exercisos. I want to get the philosophy of
the Defense Department in the record at this point.

Mr. Fosrer. I would be pleased to do that, My, Chairman.

Concurring with your remark, Mr. Chairman, there is no question
that there is no subsitiute whatever for the process of building a system
and trying it out. Paper studies are well and good—necessary in fact-—
prior to the actual hardware construction and operation. It is, however,
o universal experience in all major weapon system programs that,
once deployment was decided npon and the work begun, unexpected
problems arose which wero not anticipated. These problems are almost
always of an engineering nature and capable of solution once they arc
identified. It is impossible, however, to solve a problem if you do not
know of its existence—or do not appreciate its complexity. Only the
construction and operation of an actual system can give you this infor-
mation and allow you to procced to & successful conclusion.

SAFRGUARD NOT OBSOLETE

Tt T may, I would like to add a comment to Secretary Laird’s point
regarding tho Safeguard system being obsolete the day it is deployed.
This is a comment that was made by some scientists who express the
opinion that, while it would be all right for us to use our technology
to defend our Minuteman sites, Safeguard would not be useful against
the Chinese because they would use ponetration aids, Therefore, these
scientists say, our system will be obsolete the day it is deployed.

There are two factors to consider in that argument. The first one 1s
that these scientists have the benefit of knowledge gained with the $5
or $6 billion about which you and Secretary Laird talked. Some of that
information deals with ways one can penetrate ballistic missile defenses
and ways a ballistic missile defense could counter the penetration.
Using this expensively acquired knowledge, one can sec today some
ways that you might use to defeat Safeguard. There is a problem,
however. The problem is that that information is in the brains of the
sciontists and engineers, here in the nited States, who have been work-
ing in this field for more than o decade. It is not in the minds of the
Chinese.

Tho second is that the technology and the facilities that might per-
mit one to move ahead toward the defeat of an ABM system exist here
in the United States. They don’t exist in China and they won’t for
another decade.

CIIINESE STRATREGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

Mr. Marron. I would like you to do this, discuss briefly the Chinese
strategic offensive forces. Mr. Secretary, when do we estimate the Red
Chinese will begin testing an ICBM?

Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIA-RDP71B00364R000300090001-5



Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIASRDP71B00364R000300090001-5

Secretary T.aten. T believe they have the capabilities to go forward
with tests on an ICBM within the next 16 to 18 months.

Mr. Mamox. What significance will that hold for us?

Secretary Latrn. T think it means that by the latter part of the dec-
ade of the 1970%, the Chinese can have the capability of destroying
tens of millions of people here in the United States with a force of less
than 100 ICBM’s. T am not sure of the rationale of the Chinese—how
they would use this force. T won’t try to read their intentions, but they
certainly could attempt to use this force to deter s from making good
o1 our commitments to various countries in that part of the world
which they may threaten,

As Secretary of Defense, T don’t believe, Mr. Chairman, that we
should take that gamble when we are in a position where we can do
something abont it.

Mr. Loxe. Why aren’t the Chinese subject to the same deterrent
psychology as the Russians? We rely on our offensive power to deter
the Russians. Why aren’t the Chinese subject to the same type of
deinrrent ?

Secretary Tatmn. T would hope that they would be, but T cannot
as-ure you that they are. I don’t know why they would go forward to
denloy a relatively small number of 1CBMs, if they go forward with
this particular program, unless they wanted to deter us from coming
to the aid of our allies in that part of the world.

T know the condition this puts us in. It is quite different from the
prwition that we are in with respect to the Soviet Union. We can destroy
the Soviet Union even in a second strike, and vice versa. The popula-
tion and industry of both nations are concentrated in a relatively few
urhan areas. That is not the case in mainland China. They can do pro-
portionately as much damage to us with a relatively few missiles as we
can do to them with a relatively large number of missiles.

Creneral Wursrer, The Chinese society, as we all know, is primarily
an agricultural society. We could destroy their rather small tech-
nological base. It still’ would not destroy ‘China as a nation because
they do not depend upon the technological base for their living as we
do.

Chairman Mao Tse-tung is reported to have said a number of times
that a nuclear war would have no deterrent effect on the Chinese be-
caiise they can lose 200 million Chinese and still survive as a nation,
and T think this is probably true. It is certainly not a modern nation
in onr sense, but it isn’t a 20th Century nation in the first place. There-
]fo're, they do not have as much to lose as the Soviets or as we have to

OFy,

Mr. Toxe, Well, General, don’t you have estimates of the number of
Chinese that we could kill with what we have left over after a surprise
attack by China on the United States? Wouldn’t we have enormously
greater secondary strike force with respect to the Chinese than we
would have with respect to the Russians ?

(ieneral Wawnrer. Here is the thing: The largest 10 cities of China,
contain only 8.7 percent of their population and somewhere around

30 percent of their industrial capacity, whereas our 10 largest cities
contain 25 percent of our population and 33 ercent of our industry.
Now, it is quite true that by various ways of targeting we could kill

a lot of Chinese, but we would not destroy them as a natlon, as would
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probably be the case if we directed our massive attack against the
oviet Union.

Secretary LAtRD. Let me add to that, General Wheeler. A very diffi-
cult problem that would face us if the Chinese launched or threatened
to launch a nuclear attack on the United States has to do with the need
for maintaining our deterrent against the Soviet Union. Obviously, if
we unloaded most or all of our Minuteman missiles against China, we
would be leaving ourselves relatively naked as far as the Soviet threat
is coneerned. T%is is another reason why Safeguard malkes so much
cense because of the additional option it provides the President in the
face of a Chinese threat to attack. :

Mr. Loxe. What are the estimates of the number of Chinese we
could kill with what we have left over from a syrprise attack by China
on the United States?

L General WarELER. I can’t give you that off the top of my head, Mr.
ong.

Segcrebary Latrp. We have the figures if you would like to know.

Mr. Loxc. I would like to know.

(The information was provided to the committee and is classified.)

EFFECT ON SATEGUARD OF SLIPPAGES IN CHINESE ICBM DEPLOYMENT

Mr. Mamox. If the Chinese cultural revolution has caused a slip-
page in their ICBM deployment, could we safely delay our deploy-
ment of Safeguard insofar as it rejates to protection against the Chi-
nese interests? '

Secretary Lairp, Mr. Chairman, that is a major reason we were able
to change Sentinel to a phased system, because of the slowdown m
the emerging Chinese threat. In effect we have already delayed in
response to that changed circumstance. I want to make it very clear
that the Phase I program is aimed primarily at the protection of the
Minuteman sites from the Soviet threat, It does give you some area
protection against possible Chinese threat. But in order to have
meaningful protection against the Chinese threat, you would need
to have full area protection throughout the United States because the
Chinese, if they were oing to deliver a missile attack, would go for
our cities, I am sure, And, in order to have protection—as 1 am sure
everyone understands—against the Chinese threat, you have to have
ful] "area protection throughout the United States with the full 12
sites because that is how you get area protection.

Mr. MamoN. Mr. Secretary _

Secretary Lairp. That is why I made that very clear in my statement.

Mr. Maron. It would, of course, seem quite ridiculous and absurd
from our—as we look at it as members of the society in the Western
World, for the Red Chinese to contemplate an attack in the 1970%
upon the United States. We would be able to retaliate with such force.
I realize the information and the discussion between Mr. Long and
you, General Wheeler, and you, Mr. Secretary, but if you have any
Purther comments on that, I wish you would present them at this point.

(The information follows:)

Chairman Mahon is quite correct, it would be absurd for the Red Chinese to
contemplate a first strike ICBM attack on the United States in the 1970's in
the light of our ability to retaliate with such tremendous force. And, certainly,
they are not likely to expend their relatively small force of ICBM’s in a first

strike against our strategic offensive forces.
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But that is not the threat that concerns us. As I pointed out in my prepared
statement :

“Once Communist China acquires a force of medium range bombers and/or
hallistic missiles, all of her neighbors would be open to nuclear blackmail. Should
'ommunist China then also acquire an ICBM force with which it can threaten
onr cities, and we have no defense against it, the President of the United States
would have no alternative but to back down or risk the destruction of several
of our major cities in any serious confrontation with Communist China.

“Furthermore, as former Secretary of Defense McNamara pointed out last year
in his discussion of the Sentinel brogram, ‘It would provide an additional indica-
tion to the people of Asia that we intend to support them against nuclear black-
mail from China, and thus help to convince the nonnueclear countries that acquisi-
tion of their own nuclear weapons is not required for their security.’ ”

I also pointed out in my statement that given our commitments in Asia and
the western Pacific, our only alternative to an ABM defense is to rely solely on
the deterrent power of our strategic offensive forces. But, China is predomi-
nuntly a rural society, It is estimated that only about 11 percent of the popula-
tion lives in the thousand largest cities, compared with 63 percent in the case
of the United States and 47 percent in the case of the Soviet Union. Although
most of China’s industrial capacity is located in those larger cities, the great
majority of the people live off the land and are dependent only to a limited ex-
tent on urban industry for their survival, . And we know from past ex-
perience that the Asian Communists are tenacious opponents and are willing to
tuke great losses of life in achieving their objectives. Accordingly, we believe it
ix reasonable to conclude that our ability to deter Communist China with our
strategic offensive forces is considerably less certain than with the case of the
Soviet Union.

Now, if deterrence should not work in the kind of situation I have described,
and China should attack one of our allies, we would have no recourse but to
retaliate, In that event, we would have to withhold a large part of our strategic
.offensive forces as a deterrent to the Soviet Union, thus reducing the damage we
«onld otherwise inflict on Communist China. Nevertheless, we could certainly
destroy most of their wrben industry and population with g relatively small
number of weapons. But the urban population is a small part of the total popu-
lation, and if we were to retaliate the Chinese would almost certainly attempt
to launch their ICBM's before they could be destroyed on the ground. Should they
succeed, they could destroy millions of American lives—if we had no ABM
defense.

The fact that we could destroy most of China’s industrial capacity and some
relatively small portion of their population would be little consolation for the
amage they would have done to us, I, for one, would not wish to put the Presi-
dent, of the United States in a position where he would have no other alternative
in a confrontation with Communist Ching but to back down or visk the destruc-
tion of several major U.S. cities and the death of milliong of Americans,
Indeed, I believe it would be extremely foolhardy on our part to rely on deter-
rence only, when we have a better alternative. That alternative is the deploy-
nment of an ABM defense. In the case of the Soviet Union, we have no better
alternative than to rely on deterrence, With present technology, it is virtually
impossible to provide an effective defense for our cities against the very large and
growing Soviet ballistic missile threat.

"T'hus, the issue resolves itself into a matter of Judgment. If one believes that 2 :
Communist China armed with a force of ICBM’s counld still be deterred by our B
overwhelmingly greater strategic offensive forces, then an ABM defense need v
not be deployed against that threat. Tf, however, one believes as I do that the
Chinese leaders might not be deterred, then the Safeguard system would be well
worth its cost for that purpose alone.

DEPLOYMENT OF SOVIET ABM AGAINST CHINA

Mr. Manon. What real proof do we have that the U.S.S.R. is orient-
ing an ABM system to protect against the Chinese? It the Soviet
Union, which may possibly have a better feel for the intentions of
the Red Chinese, if it is not seeking to protect itself with an ABM
system against the Red Chinese, then why shouldn’t that have some
impact on our thinking ?
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Secrctary Lamrp, Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union is directing its
ABM system toward the Chinese. We have recent information which
shows that, as I stated earlier, they are changing the configuration of
their radars and are going forward with a construction program so
that they have radar read-out for their ABM’s to protect against the
Chinese threats .

I think it is quite possible, if we get into arms limitation talks, that
this could be a mutually agreed point between the two countries, that
we both go forward with protection against possible Chinese threats.

Mr. Mamon. Mr. Secretary, you understand, I think, that many
people are urging that an ABM system which we might produce
svould probably be quite ineffective. It is assumed that the ABM
system of the Soviet Union, or a future improvement of an ABM
system of the Soviet Union wouldn’t be too effective. Therefore, with a
huge expenditure of money, it is argued that you really don’t get
much by way of protection. Therefore, it is argued that you shouldn’t
have the ABM program for the United States.

You also know that one of the most frequently used arguments is
that our deployment of an ABM system, even of a limited type,
would tend to greatly accelerate the arms ‘race and increase defense
spending in this country and in the Soviet Union, withhold needed
resources from domestic programs in the United States, and increase
the likelihood of war.

Now, these are some of the things that you hear in conversation
with people. Frankly, I am not too Impressed with these suggestions,
but 1 think you ought to meet them head on and I want you to be
sure in checking your testimony to see to it that these matters are
covered fully. '

Now, I don’t want to monopolize too much of the time here. I
thought it would be well at this time—T have a number of additional
questions I would like to ask but I think it would be well at this time
to yield some time to the ranking minority member, Mr. Lipscomb,
and others.

Mr. Lapscoms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, it is a welcome sight to see you in this committee
room where you have spent so many long hours and years in the past.
Towever, it is a little strange to see you sitting at the witness table
across from us as the Secretary of Defense.

T believe I can say, Mr. SZ}c-retary, that we miss you sitting over
here with us and listening to your penétrating questioning of your pred-
ecessors. T can personally say I am proud of the job that you have
Jdone. T have watched the actions that you have taken during your
administration of the Department of Defense and wish you well in
the future.

POSSIBILITY OF RADAR BLACEOUT

Mr. Secretary, the charge is frequently made that the ABM system
just won’t work because of its nuclear environment. That the radars will
be blacked out either from explosion from our shots or the shots that
are coming in from the Soviet Union.

Secretary Liamrp. Mr. Lipscomb, thank you for your generous re-
marks. T miss sitting on that side of the table. The blackout will not
invalidate the system. Over the past several years extensive analysis

1as been made of the effect of blackout on the ABM, both self-blackout

Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIA-RDP71B00364R000300090001-5



Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIA(RDP71B00364R000300090001-5

caused by our own intercepts and the blackout caused by an enemy’s
high burst above the atmosphere, and also of weapon debris that
escapes from the burst region at very high altitude detonation. But we
believe that this can be handled by having an overlap of the PAR
radar systems so that ane PAR can cover the same area while another
PAR is temporarily blacked out.

L would like Dr. Foster to comment on that point.

Mr. Foster. Mr. Lipscomb, the situation is as gecretary Laird has in-
dicated. We made a test in 1962 to determine the effect on radar of
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere. So also did the Soviet Union.
Krom those tests we calculated the best kind of an attack to make
ngainst the Safeguard system. We also designed the Safeguard system
to minimize the effectiveness of such attacks. As a consequence of these
studies, we find that it is not worthwhile for the enemy to attempt a
blackout attack.

I would also like to add that we have analyzed the Soviet ballistic
missile defense around Moscow. We know how many missiles we would
have to expend to make a blackout attack on their radars. We have
decided that isn’t a profitable venture either. We propose to go through
that system by sheer exhaustion of the defenses.

EFFECT ON SAFEGUARD OF DECOYS

Mr. Lapscoms. Can’t the Safeguard system be defeated by any one
ofy or a combination of depressed trajectories, or chaff or balloons or
any one of these methods? :

Mr. Fosrer. The Safeguard system was designed with a very lurge,
high yield warhead in the Spartan. The purpose of that design is
to take care of chaff. That is to say, the kill radius against incoming
warheads is expected to be on the order of miles. We have war-
heads in the inventory that would kill at distances considerably be-
yond that so we are being rather conservative,

What this means is that one must have objects distributed over
very large distances in order to represent any threat to the system.

'The dispersal of objects to very great distances takes them far from
the target. It is that consequence that makes the Safeguard effective
in defending Minuteman sites.

With regard to balloons, they will slow down as they come near
the top of the atmosphere, at altitudes on the order of 350,000 feet.
The radar will notice this immediately and will not hother to shoot
at them,

‘The heavier warheads will come on throu h the atmosphere. The
radar will detect this and direct Sprint missiles to attack and destroy
them, A second reason is that our Sprint defense permits us to
successfully intercept low traj ectory missiles directed against Minute.
man sites.

Depressed trajectory missiles may be used against our bomber
bases, and there this technique has ‘the advantage of reducing our
warning time by about minutes, We have expected that this
is what the Soviets might want to do because it could create as formid-
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able a problem for us as anything we know of that they could do.
Therefore we have designed the Safeguard system to intercept the
leading edge of such attacks. By intercepting the leading edge, we
provide ourselves the extra few mirnutes hecessary for our bombers to
get safely into the air.

We have coped with each of these problems. We don’t assume that
we will destroy every incoming missile, However, we do believe that
we will provide for survival of a sufficient number of our own forces.
There will be enough Minutemen left and enough bornbers in the air,
to deter the Soviet Union.

CITARGES THAT SAFFGUARD IS TECIINOLOGICALLY- TO0 COMPLEX

Mr. Lipscoms. Mr. Secretary, I believe one of the charges that I
have heard most frequently is that the ABM system just won’t work
because it is technologically too complex. On what basis have you
and your associates based_your belief that it will work?

Secretary Lamp. Well, Mr. Lipscomb, it is true that we have not
yet demonstrated a Safeguard intercept capability, although we have
demonstrated the predecessor system, the Nike-Zeus. We have, how-
ever, successfully fired both the Spartan and the Sprint interceptors.

In the near future we shall start firings of Spartan and Sprint con-
trolled by the Missile Site TRadar. Then a very few months later, inte-
oration tests will be made by tracking an intercepting incoming
Pallistic missile reentry vehicles. All elements will be used, the data
processor, the Spartan and the Sprint, et cetera. The AEC will
eontinue to test the warheads in a series of underground shots.

Now, Mr. Lipscomb, I am sure that on the basis of our present test-
ing of the Spartan and the Sprint, the successful testing o? the Missile
Site Radar, the assurances that we have had from the Atomic Energy
Commission, as far as the warheads are concerned, that this system
will work.

1 have sat on this Committee and I remember the great discussions
we had here as to whether we should go forward with the Polaris sub-
marine because there were some people who were questioning whether
the Polaris missile would work. We took a chance on the Polaris system
and put money in even beyond what the Executive Branch had recom-
mended.

T know we are in a better position to give you assurances on this Safe-
guard system than we ever could give on the Polaris syster.

TESTING OF SAFEGUARD

M. Lrpscoms. How will we be able to test the deployed Safeguard
in the United States to assure ourselves that it will work ?

Secretary Latep. Mr. Lipscomb, the problem with testing missiles in
the Tnited States is not insoluble, as you know, T can tell this com-
mittee that we are hopeful we can go forward with sueh testing, even o

the Minuteman missile within the United States. We are looking at
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that right now, because we feel it is a good idea to make some tests i
operational sites. But this would have to be done, of course, without the
wuarhead, and with our computers we can make the calculations as tor
whether the intercept would actually have taken place. But T wauldn’t
want anyone to read this record and think that we were talking about
making any kind of tests with nuclear warheads, We can test the
missiles from operational sites without the nuclear warheads,

[ think that should be done, by the way. I believe it is a mistake tor
always test our Minuteman just at the test sites at Vandenberg. I
am hopeful we can work out operational testing from existing opera-
tional sites,

Mr. Fostrr. May I add a point to that, sir? When the first two sites
are In operation, the radars will monitor on a 24 hour a day basis, all
satellites that come over their area, in exactly the same way that radars
similar to the PAR do today. In a sense, then, the system will be exer-
cised against every object that comes over the horizon,

In addition, we will generate special tapes which can be used for
training and to exercise the system. I should point out that, as you
know, we have ships at sea, to observe the Soviet missiles re-
enfering the atmosphere. From this information we are able to
generate tapes, not only of Soviet, missiles, but we will also do this with
Chinese missiles, when they finally are tested. Those tapes will be given
to the operators of the Safeguard system so they will know what the
threat is and when it changes. If chaff is used, they will know where
the vehicles are and what they look like with respect to the chaff. They
will also know about other decoys that mayv be used in the 1970%. Be.
cause the Russians and the Chinese must test these systems before they
put them in the field, we will know what they are working on
and will be able to prepare to counter it.

Secretary Larrp, These tapes are a very important part of
our activities, as T am sure you understand. To have the tapes
on all of the Russian missile long-range flight, tests, including the per-
formance of their reentry vehicles, is very important.

Mr. Lipscomn. Mr. Chairman, T know we have lots of members who
want to ask questions,

Secretary(i:\mn. This is an important point, though. Conld I go just
a little further on the discussion of these tapes?

1t is important for us, I think, to understand that this kind of in-
formation gives us the opportunity to learn about the kind of
reentry vehicles the Soviets have, the kind of chaff or other penetra-
tion aids they have and to distinguish their characteristics on the
tapes themselves so that we know in the futiure what those differences
are.

CONCERN ABOUT INTELLIGRENCE INFORMATION

Mr. Lipscomn. Mr. Secretary, many are concerned about the intelli-
gence information that has been released. Last year the previous Sec-
retary of Defense stated that the United States could absorb a first
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strike by the Soviet Union in the mid-1970’s and still be assured of in-
flicting unacceptable damage in retaliation.

Have you merely placed a different interpretation on the evidence
which is now available, was this available to the previous adminis-
tration, or has new evidence been developed ?

T think this is an important point. I believe that you have answered
it in your statement, but could you comment any further on this?

Secretary Latrp. Mr. Lipscomb, first I would like to say that we are
merely exercising the option which the previous Secretary of Defense:
talked about, namely, to protect our Minuteman force against a pos-
sible threat by the Soviet Union. It is true that at the particular time
the original Sentinel system was initiated, that option was not exer-
cised, because it was not anticipated at that time that the Soviets
would go forward quite as rapidly as they presently are with the de-
ployment of the SS-9, and particularly tﬁe multiwarhead version..
‘What we have done here is merely moved up the exercising of that
option on the basis of the intelligence information that has been-
developed particularly in the last few months, . In other words,.
we have moved forward to exercise this option to protect our Minute-
man sites, based on the best intelligence information that we now have:
available.

We have solid, hard intelligence information that the Soviet Union
is going forward with the deployment of these large
missile systems, and I think that in the interests of the safety of our
people it is necessary for us to exercise this option to protect our
Minuteman sites.

Insofar as the intelligence information is concerned, there is no quar-
rel within the intelligence community that I know of, as far as the
information that we are using on the Soviet threat is concerned. Per-
haps Dr, Foster, or General Wheeler would like to add to that point..
I think it is an important point as far as this whole Safeguard system
is concerned.

Mr. Foster. Mr. Lipscomb, we have found new SS-9 sites which:
were started in .

Mr. Froop. Intelligence is the key.

General WHEELER. Yes.

Mr. Froop. We have always worried about the degree of accuracy
of our intelligence. There was a time when we could understand what
was happening .

Secretary Latro. Mr. Flood, the information we have
solid information. There is no estimate involved in this.

Mr. Frooo. Isthisjust your own analysis?

Secretary Larrp. This is our own analysis based on hard intelli-
gence.

Mr. Froop. Nobody else is in this act but you ?

Secretary Lamrp. Nobody else is in this act but us. The Russians are
in this business, too, of course.

Mr. Froop. Yes, I know, but T mean on our side. .

Mr. Warrren. Dr. Foster, you may enlarge upon that for the record.

Secretary Lairp. Off the record. :

(The information was provided the committee and is classified.)

is firm,.
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VULNERABILITY OF SAFEGUARD RADAR

Mr. Lipscoms. It is stated that, because the radars cannot be “hard-
ened,” they are excessively vulnerable and that the entire system will
be rendered useless simply by destroying the radars. Is this true?

Secretary Larp. Let me read you an analysis we made of this prob-
len.

Because there are few radars relative to the number of missile sites
in our Safeguard system, the safety of these radars from a potential
attack has been considered in the design of the Safeguard system.
The three basic types of attacks on our radar sites would be:

1. Blinding the radar by exploding nuclear weapons in appro-
priate locations.

2. “Leak-through.”

3. Interceptor exhaustion.

lladar blinding.—QOver the past several years, extensive analyses
have been made of the effect on the ABM radar of self-blackout

(caused by our own Spartan intercepts), precursor blackout (caused
by deliberate enemy bursts at high altitude) and of weapon debris that
escapes from the burst region after very high altitude detonations. On
the basis of the studies, we conclude the following:

1. Self-blackout.—In general, the fully deployed Safeguard sys-
tem would not be seriously limited by self-blackout effects
(Spartan intercept bursts) during attacks up to the maximum
postulated Chinese Communist threat level as long as proper deci-
sions are made concerning intercept doctrine, data processing per-
formance and number of radar faces. The same conclusion is true
for the estimated heavier attack against the defended Minuteman
force. This is because we would primarily use the low yicld Sprint
whose blackout effect on the defense is minimal. Successful radar
operation in the nuclear environment requires that the system
software be capable of utilizing interrupted track data, which it is.

2. Precursor planning must take into consideration the opera-
tional difficulty in mounting such an attack. Since the success of a
precursor attack depends on getting a string of re-entry vehicles
over the Safeguard radars in a rather critieal timing sequence, the
enemy planner must program his force to give him a high prob-
ability of achieving this sequence without “holes.” Studies show
that to achieve a high expectation of a successful precursor attack
on one target, an enemy planner would have to devote a great
many warheads to this attempt. This is true because he must allow
for failures of his own missiles if he is to be reasonably sure of
maintaining the blackout.

3. The numbers of re-entry vehicles required for precursor at-
tacks will be well beyond the expected size of the Chinese IOBM
force for some years to come.

In the case of a Soviet submarine-launched precursor attack, the
number of missiles required would seriously degrade the attack
strength. The time required to complete the precursor attack would
enable more SAC aircraft to clear the landing fields. The Minuteman
defense against a Soviet attack is primarily based on the Sprint missile
back-up which, with the Missile Site Radar (MSR) will perform ade-
quately in spite of interrupted Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR)
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data during the engagement. The high acceleration Sprint interceptor
can be held until the re-entry vehicle enters the atmosphere. Because
the MSR utilizes a higher frequency than the PAR, the blackout prob-
lem is drastically reduced. Purposeful blackout to deny MSR exo-
atmospheric observation is wholly unreasonable.

Leak-Through—The leak-through attack assumes that the defense
interceptor is imperfect and that the attaclker knows the level of imper-
fection. In other words, for each attacking re-entry vehicle, there is
some probability, though very small, that the re-entry vehicle will not
be killed. Thus, if enough re-entry vehicles are directed against the
radar, then, statistically, one or more re-entry vehicles will leak
through. In the Safeguard deployment, the radars are actually the best
protected facilities in the country. If necesary, a second interceptor can
be fired to replace any failed interceptor early enough so that the re-
entry vehicle will not get through. Thus, by reprograming of inter-
ceptors, the enemy must attack in large numbers to have any confidence
of knocking out the radar. These radar attackers subtract from the
number he has available to use against the silos, If he misestimates
and does not destroy the radar then all the re-entry vehicles may have
been expended without defeating the defense.

Fxhoustion.—The exhaustion attack merely places enough re-entry
vehicles at the defense so that all the defense interceptors are used up.
At this point, the attacker directs his remaining re-entry vehicles
against the missile silos, While this attack is a relatively high con-
fidence scheme, the defender wins the engagement. The defense has
forced an attrition of the attack force which, of course, is the defense
goal, so that a sufficient number of Minutemen can survive.

SAFEGUARD OBSOLESCENCE

Mr. Lipscome. With current projections of technological advances,
how long will it be until the Safeguard system is obsolete?

Secretary Lamp, With reasonable npgrading this system should not
be obsolete as long as missile defense is performed by interceptors and
radars.

SOVIET DEPLOYMENT OF FOBS

Mr. Lipscome. Has the U.S.S.R. deployed FOBS?

Secretary Latrp. We have no firm evidence that the U.S.8.R. hag de-
ployed FOBS. We know the U.S.S.R. has carried on experiments with
the fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS) and they could al-
ready have deployed some.

SOVIET PRODUCTION OF POLARIS-TYPE SUBMARINES

Mr. Lipscoms. Secretary Laird, you stated that the U.S.S.R. was
building ballistic missile firing submarines at a rate of approximately
seven a year and had the capability to build them at a rate of one a
month. Also, that they had 16 tubes. What were the intelligence esti-
mates as to the U.S.S.R. capability in these three regards in September
19677 If the 1967 estimates differed from the present estimates, when
did the change occur ?
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Secretary Lairp. The estimates that we had back in 1967 and 1968
could not state with certainty whether the intention existed in the
Soviet Union to go forward with serial production of Polaris-type
submarmes. This was, however, recognized as a possibility and ‘the
estimates took this possibility into account. We now have very con-
<lusive evidence that the Soviet Union not, only has the capability, but
the important difference is that they are going forward with serial
production and deployment. Capability is one thing, but deployment
15 an entirely different thing. We have in our possession the firm hard
intelligence that the possibility has become fact. As I pointed out in my
statement, “we now know that this submarine (designated the Y-class)
is in full-scale production at g very large facility near Archangel,
Severodvinsk, and possibly at another smaller yard. These two facili-
ties can accommodate a total of 12 complete hulls. The intelligence
community estimates that the two facilities can produce as many as
eight submarines per year. T think that as production experience is
gained, the rate of output from these two facilities might very well
merease significantly.”

REACTION TIMFE OF BOMBERS

Mr. Liescoms. Isn’t it true that bombers can take off on very short
notice and that there is time available therefore for them to launch
aguinst even a sea-launched ballistic missile (SLLBM) attack?

Secretary Larep. Our alert bomber forces and crews have a short
reaction time measured in minutes. Currently, the Soviet sub-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM) force is madequate to threaten our alert
bomber force. Ifowever, with the development of their new Polaris-
type submarine and missile system, these sea-launched ballistic missiles
(SLLBM’s) could, with their short time of flight, pose in the 1970°s a
serious threat to the successful launch and survival of our alert bomber
forces,

SAFEGUARD MISSILE PURCHASE FOR FY 70

Mr. Lrpscoms. Are any missile purchases proposed in the authori-
zalion or appropriation requests for fiscal year 1970 for the Safeguard
ABM program?

Secretary Lartep. There are no missiles being purchased for opera-
tional sites.

There is, however, $103 million in procurement funding budgeted
for production engineering, management and preparation for manu-
factare. This funding is necessary for preservation of the various
deployment options. No facility funding is required.

The missiles that are being purchased are for the R. & D. test
program.

The R.D.T. & E. fiscal year 1970 funding for missile purchase (in-
cluding flight testing) is $120 million.

NEED TO PROTECT SECOND-STRIKE CAPABILITY

Mr. Warrren. I hope we all can add to what. has been asked instead
of rehashing what has gone before.

Mr. Secretary, I do not think the record shows that you asked to talk
about, Vietnam today. I kind of wondered why you had not advised
us as to when the Vietnam war would be over. We have been accus-
tomed to that information in the record.
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Mr. Secretary, I serve on the Public Works subcommittec which
considers the estimates of the Atomic Energy Commission. There it
has been developed that insofar as the coming fiscal year is concerned
only $7 million will actually be expended for manufacturing process
development. The other part that you will be able to spend in the
coming fiscal year will be to a great degree still in research and devel-
opment, is that correct.

Secretary Lairp. Most of it in that budget is in the research and
development account.

Mr. WarrteN. So you are moving as fast as you can but that is the
rate that you can sec you will be able to do?

Secretary Latrp, That is correct as far as the AEC part of the
budget is concerned. There is a lot more than $7 million in the AEC
budget for the development of Safeguard warheads, however.

Mr. Wirrren. With regard to this missile program, if I understood
vou correctly, we have been leading—these are my words—we have
been leading from weakness throughout the years. When we announced
£0 the world we will not hit the first lick, it put us behind the eight ball
as far as negotiation and other things are concerned. As long as we
stick to any such policy as that—then we are canght where we must
e sure that our striking power is protected. Is this a major factor
as to why Safeguard goes to the protection of our striking capability
as against what we all desire, which is to protect our people?

Secretary Lamp. We want to protect our second-strike capability.

Mr. Wirren. As long as it is understood we are committed to the

policy of not hitting the first lick, it leaves us in a weak negotiating
position—insofar as negotiating from strength is concerned—your
sction shows we are protecting our striking force, or else we have
nothing to negotiate from? :

Secretary Latrp. That is correct, Mr. Whitten. I think it is most
important that we go into any negotiations in a strong position rather
than a weak position.

Mr. Warrren. If we depend on striking back rather than striking
first, it requires a protection for that striking force.

Secretary Latep. That is correct, and we are not trying to achieve
a first-strike posture. Our policy is that we want to be in a position in
this country so that the Soviet Union, or any other country in the
world, knows that we have a credible deterrent and should they be
foolish enough to level a strike against the United States of America,
that we would have sufficient power to inflict the kind of destruction
that would make such a first strike on their part suicidal.

Mr. Wrrrrrex. And if our logic is correct, it would stand to reason
that their first strike would be at our striking capability rather than
at our cities? :

Secretary Lamrp. That is correct, and that is why we have been
concerned about the continued testing of the large S8S-9 weapon system
with a capability of the multiple warheads, which are presently being
fired, and were fired as recently as yesterday, into the Pacific.

CONTROL OF SAFEGUARD COSTS

Mr. Wrrrrex. It has been estimated that the total cost of this pro-
oram wonld be $6.6 billion. All the testimony I have heard this year 18
that the cost of everything is going up on-an average of 4 to 7 percent
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ber year, which leads me to the conclusion that the eventual cost would
pv]‘obably be $12 billion, taking into consideration inflation and
whatnot,

That being true, T ask this: If You set out on this course, is it still
within your control to slow down? I do not mean that you have any
such thing in mind, but it will be handled in such a way that the control
is in the Defense Department to cancel, to renegotiate, modify or do-
anything that the circumstances might call for.

Secretary Latrp. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. The DoD invest-
ment cost as presently projected for the complete system is $6.6 billion.
T addition to this, I want to make it very clear that there is also an
investment cost as far as the ARC is concerned. The ATC investment
cost 1s approximately $188 million.

There is also a research and development cost, which we have al-
ready gone forward with. The research and development cost of the
ABM system, which is in the R. & D, section of the budget

Mr. WatTren. T want the record to be clear that we are here to meet;
on the ABM today and you will be back with the committee to dizcuss:
thismore generally, as well as the defense budget.

OBSOLESENCE OF WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Mr. Froop. Mr, Secretary, T could wax eloquent about your sitting
where you are sitting and my sitting where I am sitting, but we do
not have that time. T know you were here for at least 16 years with
me and one thing that you and T went through time and time again,
year in and year out on weapons systems, whether they were cap
pistols or nuclear weapons, or a weapons system—now we are talking
ahout a weapons system in the broad sense of that term. As one of the
classic, moth-eaten phrases at the Pentagon about weapons svstems
always has been, “If it works, it is obsolete,” what about this one?
Have you changed this slogan down there ?

Secretary Larep. Mr. Flood, T hope that the systems that are de-
veloped and have been developed over these 16 years, which you refer
to, never have to be used. T hope the money we are investing in these
systems is wasted money because then our defense program is a suc-
cess. I believe we have had more successes and more programs that
work during these 16 years than has generally been understood, The
reason we are presently not engaged and have not heen en gaged in any
nuclear war, has been because of the efforts of this Defense Appro-
priations Committee and the Congress of the United States to keep
this country strong.

This Safeguard system will work. T am convinced it will work. I
am convinced it is necessary. People say the Soviet ABM system
doesn’t work. Now, as a defense planner, T have to assume that it does
work, and any defense planner who assumes that those systems don’t
work, and doesn’t target weapons against them, just isn’t a very
good defense planner.

TESTING AGAINST LIVE WARHEADS

Mr. Froov. T have heard that from the beginning, when they talked
about the first thin system around Leningrad. T always went on the
same premise that you did. There it is.
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Now, do you know if the Qoviets have ever tested against any live
warheads?

Secretary Latrp. The Soviets have apparently had some tests
against live warheads, but 1 don’t believe there has been an intercept
by a Soviet ABM missile with a live warhead. But they have tested
warheads in the atmosphere, and I think that is very important.
There was significant information which they obtained because they
did go forward with their major tests in the atmosphere.

M. Froop, That is one thing that has been worrying me since this
argument started at the first of the year. I know %hat you know
that I know that you know that they have tested these things in the
atmosphere and I know that you know that I know that you know
that we haver’t. Now, what do we do about that? Is your conscience
so pure before the face of the world that we are not going to do this
or what?

Secretary Liairp. I have talked this over with our friends in the
Atomic Energy Cominission and they assure me they will be able to
carry out these tests successfully, and within the bounds of the Test
Ban Treaty.

Mr. Fr.oop. In keeping with the Test Ban Treaty ?

Secretary Lamp. I am not advocating atmospheric tests in violation
of that treaty, Mr. Flood.

Mr. Froop. As everybody else said, T have a lot of things I could
ask you about this, but strangely, the questions on this extremely
important thing come down to a very few. There is no sense in
my nit-picking around here.

Mr. Parren. Mr. Secretary, you have discussed the effect of the ABM
on our foreign policy, on the arms limitation, on our national security.
I find myself as a duly elected representative in a very difficult
position editorially, with the people on the street, and with my constit-
uents. For what the polls are worth I think we have a political
problem here. We can see it on the floor of Congress. We saw it up
there yesterday. We can see it at every turn.

Tt is comparable to your shipping 800 gondola cars of mustard gas
and dumping them into our big lake.

T don’t think there is any question about that. I think the railroads
carry dangerous gases cvery day. I was shocked with the expression
of opinion. I am telling you, we have a political problem and with
the air we have in the country today about the military—again,
we saw that on the floor yesterday. Sixty or seventy fellows wanted to
be on record as being brave enough to oppose the military request.

Probably another 40 would have liked to.

T was interested to see if the department and.the President have
considered the political effect. There may be a little room for maneu-
verability politically. .

Yo will remember last year they wanted to bring the OXO program
up in April. They didn’t have the votes. They didn’t bring it up
in July. Finally, in October, they passed it. I think we have a tre-
mendous political problem here. T don’t know how much thought has
been given to this. I have always given you credit for being, first and
foremost, a good politician.

Secretary Latmp. I thank you. 1 consider that a very fine compliment.

Mr. Parrex. And T think your leader, the President, is very, very
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savvy when it comes to politics. T have to compliment himn. I think he
did a splendid job on the Supreme Court appointment.

Nowhere have we considered the political effect. T don’t have to tell
you there are coalitions of black militants plus other groups who
have been with us, a small minority. But with the ABM, this is some-
thing new. It is a larger group. I don’t know whether you have been
a good salesman politically. I don’t know what it is. Nothing has been
said about the political effect. We are a political society.

I have articles here from the Washington Post, “The Big ARBM
Brainwash.” T have 12 or 15 articles from newspapers that are really
surprising. Of course, I can give you the New York News, too. My local
papers are very good. Those in my area, but I do think there is a
political problem.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to take any more time, but it seems
to me for those of us who have this experience, the political problem
should be discussed. Maybe there is some room here for maneuver-
ability. For instance, no one says much about opposing Research and
Development. As my colleague, Mr. Flood, stated, the “new system”
thing hurts.

[ don’t want this to become a political problem, not with a pro-
gram that this country needs. I am with you. I think you you fellows
are astute enough to help us a little bit.

Secretary Laterp, Mr. Patten, if I may, I'd just like to make a hrief
comment on your remarks. During our review, we were conscious of the
possibly adverse political effects that might flow from a decision to go
forward with deployment. However, in the final analysis, the national
security of the United States must always take precedence over politi-
cal considerations. In the ideal world, of course, one would hope that
the best course to follow in terms of national security would coincide
with what is the politically proper thing to do. Unfortunately, this
doesn’t always happen in the real world. When it doesn’t, it is the
clear responsibility of the President and the Secretary of Defense
and, as I’m sure you would agree, it is also the responsibility of the
Congress to follow the course which, in our best judgment, is in the
best interests of the national security of the United States. Qur de-
cision on Safeguard was an attempt to do that.

Mr. ManoN. Mr. Rhodes.

Mr. Ruroprs. Mr. Chairman, thank you. It is a pleasure to welcome
our old friend back to the committee. 'He looks a lot further away
than he did when he was here before, but it is a pleasure to have
him here with us today.

NEED FOR SAFEGUARD IN VIEW OF INVULNERABILITY OF OTHER SYSTEMS

Mr. Secretary, I have heard it said by some of our colleagues that
even if the Minuteman force were destroyed, that the Polaris system
and the Poseidon system are so invulnerable to attack or detection that
an adequate deterrent would be still present so that the U.S.S.R. or
China -would not dare attack the United States. Would you address
yourself to that statement?

Secretary Lamp. Well, Mr. Rhodes, as you know, I have had a long
interest in the Polaris program, along with the other members of this
Committee. I believe that the Polaris submdrine program, with the im-
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proved _Poseidon missile system, with which we are going forward,
will be invulnerable to enemy attack through the time period of 1972,
1973, or even the mid-1970s, but I cannot assure this Committee that
the Polaris system will be invulnerable forever. As a defense planner, I
don’t want to have all of my eggs in that one basket of the Polaris
submarine system. It would be a grave error for our country to put its.
entire deterrent force in that one system. ) '

Mr. Mawmox. 1 want General Wheeler to extend his remarks in answer
to this question also.

(The information follows:)

The ability to achieve the objective of deterrence does not reside in any
one element of U.S. offengive forces for all circumstances of war initiation,
prosecution, and termination. While any one of our offensive force elements
(e.g. ICBM’s, SLBM’s, or bombers) could, under certain circumstances, possess
the capability to inflict a very high or even unacceptable level of damage upon
an enemy’s military forces or population centers, reliance upon only one force
element to perform this task under all circumstances would constitute an un-
warranted risk to the continued survival of the United States. We, therefore,
seck to provide the means to improve our ability to penetrate the enemy de-
fenses through the capability to attack from all altitudes and azimuths with a
mix of ICBM’s, SLBM’s, or bombers; and by mixing missile trajectories, reentry
vehicle characteristics and azimuths of attack, with bombers equipped with air-to-
gurface missiles and decoys, as well as differing speeds, altitudes, and azimuths of
attack.

The defense an enemy would have to deploy against this mix is complicated, and
should he develop an effective defense against any one or several of these modes
of attack, the others would remain viable to provide the necessary deterrent, or
should deterrence fail, as a strategic striking force capable of terminating the
war under conditions advantageous to the United States.

REACTION TIME TO MISSILE ATTACK

Mr. Riroves. Many of our colleagues have also said that because of
the safeguards that must be employed in launching any nuclear
weapon, that before an ABM could be launched, that probably the in-
coming missile would have arrived and might have destroyed the ABM
itself, and possibly the Minuteman.

Would you address yourself to the question of the probable sequence
of launch orders and the other facilities, or the other elements in this
which in your opinion would make an ABM system effective against
an incoming attack ? i .

Secretary Liatrp. Yes. I appreciate this opportunity. I think that
is an important question. ) o

The need for timely response to_a ballistic missile attack on the
United States has been fully appreciated in the design of Safeguard’s
command and control system. As a useful precedent, we have a wealth
of experience in the operation of a very sophisticated command and
control system for air defense against bombers. This involves a large:
number of duplicated, multirouted communication channels to provide
immediate, reliable contact between the President, Norad Headquarters:
in Colorado Springs, and the National Command Center here in Wash-
ington. Safeguard will build upon this proven system and will provide:
the President the means to maintain personal control of the situation 1
the event of such an attack. ‘

(Discussion off the record.)
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POLICY OF LAUNCH-ON-WARNING

Mr. Ruopes. A missile defense system would not be necessary if we
adopted a policy of launch-on-warning. Is there any reason why we
should not adopt such a policy ?

Secretary Lairp. The answer is that all warning systems, or combi-
nations of warning systems, can produce some false alarms, Thus, over
a prolonged period, a false early warning might occur. If we design
our missile and aircraft force to launch on first warning to gain surviv-
ability, then there is the possibility or probability of launching in
ervor. Aircraft can be recalled, but missiles can’t. Once we launch our
missiles, we are committed to an irrevocable act. Alternatively, there
are situations wherein the President may wish to withhold an imme-
diate response. For these reasons it has been the policy of our Govern-
ment to deploy a deterrent force which could withstand an enemy
attack and still be viable.

In the case of an optimum submarine launched missile attack against
our SAC aircraft, even launch on warning may not be adequate to
ensure their survivability. Due to the short warning times available
(because of the short flight times of the missiles), only active defense
can provide protection for the SAC alert aircraft.

COMPUTERIZED DECISION-TO-FIRE

Mr. Ruopes. Because of the extremely short reaction times, the
decision to fire a nuclear ABM missile will have to be made by a
computer, will it not?

Secretary Latrp. Mr. Rhodes, even in a worst case, the time available
between early warning of an enemy attack and the release of the
interceptor is a few minutes. And even within that time it is practical
to have men involved in the decision process. The Safeguard system
is designed so that it requires human intervention to launch an
intereeptor.

SAFETY IMPLICATIONS OF WEAPONS NFAR CITIES

Mr. Ruopes. What are the safety implications of living in an area
where nuclear weapons are stored ? i

Secretary Latep. Our nuclear weapons are designed with a series of
safety devices. The likelihood of any nuclear explosion in case of an
accident is essentially nil. In more than 20 vears of nuelear weapon
production, transportation, storage and operations, there has never
been a nuclear exnlosion from a nuclear weapon involved in an acei-
dent. Very stringent precautions are taken to protect the public against
any hazard from the conventional explosives and propellant systems,
which are similar to those in many other weapons and industrial ap-
plications. Nuclear weapon storagé on Safeguard sites will be in hard-
ened, somewhat remote underground silos. Technical features of the
weapon and firing doctrine preclude nuclear detonation until an alti-
tude is reached which provides safety for people and property on
the ground.
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DANGER TO POPULATION OF EXPLODING MISSILE OVER U.S. TERRITORY

Mr. Riropgs. Is there not inherent danger to our own population in
exploding antiballistic missiles over U.S. territory ? Would not many
people be blinded by an antiballistic missile engagement ?

Secretary Lamp. The short answer, Mr. Rhodes, is that the only
time a defensive missile would be fired is when we are actually under
attack by incoming enemy missiles. T°d like to give you our analysis of
the problem but let me first say that the choice available in an attack
situation boils down to a choice between catastrophic effects caused by
an enemy warhead getting through and the relatively negligible effects
that might flow from a successful ABM intercept.

But let me give you for the record our analysis of that problem
from the standpoint of possible Spartan and Sprint effects. There are
three kinds of effects from an exploding nuclear weapon—blast, ther-
mal radiation, and nuclear radiation. 'As far as blast is concerned,
because the Spartan detonation occurs high above the atmosphere,
there will be a very light effect; so light that it can be considered
negligible, even at the minimum altitude the Spartan is allowed to
burst. For the Sprint burst within the atmosphere, the effect would
be similar to a sonic boom, but there would be no hazardous blast.
Thermal radiation from a Spartan burst on & clear day will cause no
hazard to a person in the open. Kven at minimum allowable altitude
only a mild sunburn could bo caused to bare skin. Thermal effect from
Sprint would be even less. Direct nuclear radiation from either would
be negligible. Very little nuclear debris is produced from the detona-
tion. In the ensuing months and years this radioactivity would settle
down to earth, worldwide. During this period when the particles are
at these high altitudes they are effectively held in storage at the time
whon their radioactivity is greatest. In fact, most of the activity of
short life decays away almost completely. The effects of this fallout
would be very similar to the effects that we have been experiencing from
our last atmospheric test series in 1962. Tn short, there would be no sig-
wificant hazard to people and property on the ground in the event
this system has to be used.

TIAZARD POTENTIAL OF STORED NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Mr. Rooprs. You acknowledge you are moving away from cities.
Does this mean there is a hazard incident to having such weapons
near cities?

Secretary Lairp. No, Mr. Rhodes; it does not mean the ABM missiles
constitute a hazard. Qur weapons and our operating procedures are
so designed that the chance of any accidental nuclear explosion is es-
sentially nil. We have never had an aceidental explosion of any nuclear
weapon. You will recall that when four such weapons fell some 30,000
feet after an aircraft collision over Spain there were no nuclear ex-
plosions.

There have been objections by some people in the cities involved in
the Sentinel program to having the sites close by. In view of the fact
that our objectives can be met without having sites close to cities, it
appears desirable to seek sites further from the major cities. In fact,
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by so doing we can have about the same coverage against a Chinese

TCOBM attack with fewer sites,
BLAST EFFECT ON RADAR

Mr. MoFavrn, In that same answer, Mr, Secretary, would you dis-
cuss the effectiveness of the radar with reference to the blast effect? I
believe Dy, Foster discussed that earlier.

I understand that the blast effect will last somewhat longer than
originally thought and that this poses some problems which are not
insurmountable as far as the strategic use of the ABM is concerned.

(Ebrror’s Norr.—Sec earlier discussion on pp. 62, 66, and 67.)

EFFECT OF DISARMAMENT TALKS ON ABM

Secondly, T wish you would discuss what the effect of the disarma-
mient talks might have on ABM. T gather from your earlier statement
that: you felt that this would survive armament tulks if we agreed
that the ABM would be kept by both the Russians and ourselves,
Would this be an attempt by both parties as a joint effort against the
Chinese attack later on ?

Secretary Ioaarb, T think it is possible that both parties would want
some kind of a thin ABM defense. T am not really in a position to pre-
dict how that might work out. T think that subject could come up in
the negotiations. My point is that it is most im portant for us, as we go
into these arms control talks, not to be in a position where we are
unilaterally stopping the further improvement of all of our strategic
offensive and strategic defensive systems while the Soviet Union is go-
ing forward. 1 think it puts them in the position where they might be
tempted to keep the talks going tor a long period of time. T would like
to lelescope that period of time so we can get an agreement at least ag
soonh as we got an agreement on the Nonproliferation Treaty, which
took 4 years, and the Test Ban Treaty which took even longer.

Me. MeFarn, That is an important consideration, After the talks
I wet the impression that the ABM would still be kept as a valuable
ttem, possibly even desired by the Russians. Since, if you have two
parties in agreement and one is vilnerable to Chinese attack, then the
other party would also be atfected by such a Chinese attack.

Seeretary Lo, T think that is very possible, and I will be glad
to discuss it further.

Mr. Marron. Mr. Long?

MULTIPURPOSE DESIGN OF TIHR SENTINEL SYSTEM

Mr. Loxa. The Safeguard ABM, T understand, nses the same com-
ponents and systems for hard point defense that, were designed to pro-
vide protection for our cities in the Sentinel system. Can one design
serve all purposes?

Secretary Tuamrp, Yes; these were designed all along for the two
purposes. I want to make it clear that in the Sentinel system there was
an option for the defense of the Minuteman. These two particular sites
that we have in Phase 1 were also included in the Sentine] system. The
Spartan and Sprint. were designed for both purposes, city defense
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against the Chinese ICBM threat and Minuteman defense against the
Soviet ICBM threat. )

Mr. Lona. Here are questions you can answer for the record. Is it
possible to simulate environment of the full-scale attack to test the
assembled components? 1 understand that by mathematical computa-
tions you can assume that you have lknocked out a single missle coming
in without the live warhead and so on. But can you stimulate the cir-
cumstances of a full-scale attack coming from all directions enough so
that you can decide whether the system isa viable one?

Mr. Mation.. For the record.

(The information follows :)

Yes, it is possible to realistically gimulate attneks permitting testing of the
deployed system. We will provide a very gophisticated system exerciser designed
to realistically test the operation of the defense, to include both the components

and the personnel, uuder battle conditions, This system exerciser combined with
the experience and results obtained from the Kwajalein test facilities will pro-

vide the basis for ensuring the systemn will be capable and ready to perform its
mission.

FARLY LAUNCIL OF MINUTEMAN MISSILES PRECLUDES NEED FOR SATEGUARD

Mr. Lonc. If the primary purpose of the Safeguard system is to
defend our deterrent in the face of an all-out attack, and the military
has ascertained that an all-ont attack is on the way, why arc the Min-
uteman missiles waiting in the silos to be held? Won’t the Sprints be
really protecting unloaded empty silos if we are on the job?

Secretary Latro. T think it is very difficult for me to say here that
the President of the United States would launch all of our missiles
on that kind of a warning. When T testified before the Senate Foreign
TRelations Committee, this question came up. T was criticized for not
saying categorically that the President would have all of our missiles
i the air on first warning. There is & relatively short period of time
available for deliberation. When I think of the decision that the Presi-
dent of the United States has to make, T would certainly feel that he
would be in a much better position i he had some defensive missiles
he could launch in the interim, rather than have to go with all of the
offensive weapons right away.

Mr. Loxe. I agree with you entirely.

(Discussion off the record.)

POSSIBILITY OF SOVIETS INCREASING 1CBM DEPLOYMENT T0O COUNTER
SATEGUARD

Mr. Loxe. When the Sovicts deployed their ABM system around
Moscow, Secretary McNamara assured the country that we had nulli-
fied thisdefense by increasing the number of warheads. If we made such
a prompt response, dom’t we have to assume that the Soviets will
do the same. If we deploy the ABM system won’t the Soviets simply do
what MecNamara said we would do under similar circumstances?

Secretary Latp. That is quite correet. If we deploy an ABM defense
for our cities against the Soviet threat, the chances are that they
would do what we did; namely, increase the number of warheads on
each of their offensive missiles, particularly the large ones. That is
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precisely one of the reasons why we rejected the alternative of deploy-
ing Safeguard for the defense of our cities against the Soviet ballistic
missile threat. What we are proposing here, with respect to the Safe-
guard program, is to deploy an area defense for our cities against a
potential Chinese TCBM threat, and an area and terminal ABM
defense for our bombers and land-based missiles against the Sowviet
ballistic missile threat.

As T pointed out in my prepared statement, the area defense of our
cities against a Chinese ICBM threat would have little effect on the
Soviet’s capability to attack those cities. Accordingly, it should not
result in any change in the Soviet strategic offensive forces on that
account. The defense of our Minuteman fields and our bombers is
quite another matter. In this case, we are reacting to something the
Soviet Union is already doing which would threaten the survival of
those forces. I am talking here of their continuing deployment of
55-9s, and particularly their testing of an SS—9 with three large war-
heads. T am also talking here of their large scale production of Polaris-
type submarines. The SS-9s could constitute a very serious threat to
the survival of our Minuteman force, and the Polaris-type submarines
to our bomber and tanker forces,

It is possible that the Soviets would, in turn, react to our deploy-
ment of an ABM defense for our land-based strategic offensive
forces. But the stake here is of such vital importance to our survival
that we would have no choice but to run that race if they choose to
force it upon us. That is why both we and the Soviets have a mutual
interest in trying to limit the strategic arms race.

Mr. Manow. Will you supply your other questions for the record,
Mr. Long?

EFFECT OF DEPLOYMENT OF SAFEGUARD ON DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. Long. One more question for the record, and that is, Does our
arms control negotiator agree with the reasoning that our deployment
of ABM will hasten negotiations?

Secretary Liatrp. He takes the position that the deployment of the
ABM should not in any way impede negotiations. I do not think he is
as optimistic as T am, but I feel that it may actually prove to be an
incentive for negotiations.

Mr. Matron. Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Mixsmars. Mr, Chairman, T have two observations about having
our good friend, the Secretary back before this committee. One 1s that
I told him some months back that T did not envy him in his job but I
am very glad he is there because I think the country is fortunate in
having a man of such great knowledge and discernment in the very
important position he holds. T also hope you will notice, Mr. Secretary,
that out of respect for our departed colleague 1 am not sitting in the
chair that was once occupied by you.

In your memory I think we should leave it empty for the remainder
of thishearing.

secretary Liatro. Tam not dead yet.

Mr. MinsparLL. Far from it.

( Discussion off the record.)
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ALTERNATIVES TO SAFEGUARD

My, Minsiiann, Mr. Secretary, my first question : et us assume that
the Congress rejects the ABM proposal, what are your alternatives?
The second question : What is your next step if Congress approves the
ABM proposal ?

Secretary Lamp. First, if the Congress rejects the ABM proposal,
we will abide by the decision of the Congress.

Mr. Minsriann. What is your alternative, though, militarily ?

Secretary Latrp. We will have to wait until the 1971 budget. T doubt
if we can come back with any new, well-thought-out proposals during
this session of the Congress. :

But the alternatives are pretty clear; we will have to go forward
with more offensive weapons such as more Minuteman deployment, or
further Poseidon deployment.

If the Soviets continue to build up their threat against our deterrent
forces, we will have no choice but to strengthen further our strategic
offensive forces. We simply must maintain our deterrent if a global
nuclear war is to be avoided and the survival of our Nation ensured.
This would add billions of dollars to the defense budget over the next
few years, and we still would not have a defense against the Chinese
ICBM threat or against an accidental ICBM launch.

(Discussion off the record.)

EFFECTIVENESS OF SAFEGUARD IN EVENT OF ALL-OUT ATTACK

Mr. Mixsirann. My next question : In the case of a mass attack, which
is one of the Soviet’s capabilities that is with intercontinental missiles,
aireraft, missiles from offshore submarines, and possibly FOBS how
would the proposed ABM system fit into that kind of an attack?

Would it be effective?

Secretary Latrp. The Phase 1 deployment.?

Mr. Minsmann. Yes. ,

Secretary Larrp. The Phase 1 deployment would be effective to the
extent of the number of ABM missiles deployed. The number of mis-
siles is not very large in this Phase 1. The total number at the North
Dakota and Montana sites is tentatively fixed at .

‘There are . If an attacker sends in many hundreds of warheads
against those two Minuteman fields, he would overwhelm the system.

Mr. Minsiiavr. Mr, Chairman

Secretary Lairp. I am talking about Phase 1.

Mr. Minsmarn. That isall T asked about.

(Discussion off the record.)

ABM COSTS

Mr. Mi~nsirarn. How much has been appropriated and how much
obligated to date for Sentinel ? ITow much of this is for work not usable
in the Safeguard deployment? In addition, how much land has the
Army acquired and at what cost.?

Secretary Lamo. I will provide that for the record.
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(The information follows:)

HOW MUCH HAS BEEN APPROPRIATED AND HOW MUCH OBLIGATED TO DATE FOR SENTINEL?

[In millions of dotlars|

Fiscal year Fiscal year
1968 1939

Totat

Appropriated_ . __ e el e 766.9 1 963.6 1,730.5

Currently approved 0SD program.__.________. 591.4 2 861, 2 1,452.6
Requested by President:

January1969. .. - 962.2 962.2

March 1969 = = : 861.2 861.2

Uhligated as of Feb. 23, 1969~ X 188.0

! tneludes $401,300,000 RDTE Army for Nike X Engineering Development applicable tn the Sentinel program.

Includes §361,300,000 RDTE Army, approved by 0SD for Nike X Engineering Development applicable to the Sentinet
program.

# Inciudes $361,200,000 RDTE Army, for Nike X Engineering Development applicable to the Sentinel program.

Tow much of this is for work not useable in the Safeguard deployment ?
The equipment for the Safeguard system is the same type equipment that was
planned for the Sentinet deployment ; thus, equipment designed and purchased
nunder Sentinel production contracts will be useable in the Safeguard deployment.
Iesearch and development funded under the Sentinel deployment will also be
direetly applicable to the Safeguard system. The principal nonrecoverable costs
are those associated with the Sentinel site at Boston and surveying at other sites
how not to be used. 1t is estimated that design engineering, construction and Iand
acquisition, and restoration costs incurred, that are not applicable to the Safe-
cuard system will he approximately $8-9 million.

How much 1and has the Army acquired and at what cost? The only land
acqaired has heen 0.8 of an acre at a cost of §1,745 through which the nceoass
raad to the Boston PAR wite runs. The access road has been partially constructed.
Construetion rights of entry had been secured to the PAR site and certain nre-
Hirinary construction initiated. This construetion, of course, was stopped as
directed by Secretary Taird. This sito will not be used in the Safeguard deplov-
nient, We are now examining the termination actions to be taken both with respect
ta the construction contracts and any restoration to the lands concerned and will
consult shortly with the parties involved. The MSR site at Boston was to he
located on National Guard property at Camp Curtis Guild. Construction rights
of entry had beeu awarded, This site also will not be used in the Safeguard deploy-
ent and the earlier stated acquisition action will he terminated.

DISPOSTITTION OF SENTINFIL. SITES

Mr. Minsoarn, What happens now with Army site acquisition anel
construetion activities at ecach of the previously announced site
Toeations ?

Secretary Lo, T will provide that for the record.

{'The information follows :)

O the 15 previously announced site loecations, nequisition and construction i
had begun only at Boston prior to suspension of activities, At some of the other E
sites, rights of entry had heen obtained and preliminary investigation and survey :
work was underway. At those sites which are no longer needed and at which no
investigation or siurvey work had been initiated, a public announcement will he
made that land will no longer he required by the Government.

At sites no longer needed, where alteration or damage to the property occurred,
a damage survey will he undertaken to determine the extent of the damage and
the feasibility of returning the property to its former state. If this can be accom-
plished by grading, leveling, landseaping, or other means, it will be. If it cannot
be, as in the ease of large trees which may have been cut, appropriate action will
be taken to reimburse the owners for damages.
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SAFEGUARD WARIIEAD COSTS

Mr. MinsmaLL. What are the costs of the AEC with reference to
the nuclear warheads for the Safeguard ABM?

Secretary Lamn. I will also furnish that information for the record.

(The information follows:)

At each phase of Safeguard, the ATRC will also incur costs. The ARC will
present its own budget, put its costs during the Phase I period through fiscal
year 1974 will total $0.9 billion. OF this amount, less than $0.2 hillion represents
incremental investment incident to deployment of Safeguard. The remainder
is largely for R. D. T. & K. related to the program. In full deployment, AWC total
costs will be $1.2 billion through fiscal year 1976, Of this, about $0.2 billion
would represent incremental jnvestment incident to deployment.

Mr. Minsoarn, Thank you, very much.

Mr. Matron. Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Joxas. I will take just a minute.

COMPILIMENTS PAID TO SECRETARY

First, I want to join in all the compliments paid our former col-
league. We all have great confidence in him. Secondly, let me just
say that T had a number of questions T intended to ask but they have
a1l heen discussed at length. This has been a very revealing hearing,
and T think everybody in the United States should read the record
because the questions were pertinent and the responses were clear
and to the point. I should like to express my appreciation to Secre-
tary Taird and General Wheeler for a very impressive appearance
here today.

Mr. Mauon. Mr. Taleott.

Mr. Tarcorr. Mr. Chairman, T will just take x minute. T would like
to add my compliments extensively, but 1 won't take the time. 1 con-
cur with Mr. Jonas, too. I have read through the complete text and
T think it is excellent, but what has been done here is that vou have
explained to the commitfee in secret, and what needs to be done is fo
inform and convinee the publie. T am saying almost the same thing
Mr. Jonas has said. T think it cannot be said entirely by the much-
maligned military and industrial complex. T think you have to have
it said by some scholars and intellectuals and scientists other than Dr.
Toster. These people are necessary to explain your side. T think of
only Dr. Teller and Mr. McDonald that appear to be solidly on your
side.

T wonld hope you could get some of these people when you have
an opportunity to be on television, the scholars and intellectuals and
scientists. T have a question or two.

TOSKIBILITY OF ACCIDENTAL DETONATION

What is the likelihood of an accident or self-imposed catastrophe
either by the Sprint or Safeguard? This is a worry of some people.

(The information follows:)

11.8. nuclear weapons are designed with a series of safety devicer so that the

1ikelihood of any nuclear yield in ease of an accident is essentially nil. In more
than 20 years of nuclear weapons production, transportation, storage, and opera-
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tion, there has never been a nuclear yield from a nuclear weapon involved in
an accident. Very stringent precautions are taken to protect the public against
any hazard from the conventional explosives and propellent systems which are
similar to those in many other weapons and industsial applications. Planning
for the storage of nuclear warheads is not a new undertaking as evidenced by
public annonncements concerning the capability for storage of weapons in Nike-
Hercules sites. Nuelear weapon storage on Safeguard sites will be in hardened
underground launch cells. Features in the weapon and firing doctrine preclude
detonation until an altitude is reached which provides safety for people and
property on the growund.

RELATIONSIIIP OF ABM SYSTEM TO FALLOUT STLELTERS

Mr. Tarcorr. For the benefit of another committee on which T serve,
what is the relationship of the ABM system and civil defense program
ol fallont shelters? Are they completely inseparable or sort of tied
together?

Secretary Tamn. We will get you that information. Your first ques-
tion 1s an important. question.

('The information follows:)

T"he eivil defense fallout shelter program is designed against the larger threat
poused by the strategic offensive nuclear forces of the Soviet Union and would
provide for substantial lifesaving in the event of a large-scale attack, with or
without the deployment of a ballistic-missile defonse system. Safeguard is not
intended to protect our cities against a massive Soviet missile attack. In the
case of a smaller attack by the CPR or an accidental launch, the full Safeguard

deployment in itself would provide a very high level of protection for our
population.

COST OF SAFREGUARD SYSTEM

Mr. Tarcorr. One thing else you have not mentioned here is the
cost. 1 think not only the cost today but the future cost because vari-
ous amounts from $400 billion to $1 billion have been mentioned as the
cost of this program.

Mr. Minsmarn. Thave that in the questions T submitted.

Mr. Tarcorr. This is the problem we have way down at the end of
the committee. Atleast T am not 51st.

(Editor’s note : The matter referred to appears on pp. 26-29, 69-70,
and 79-80.)

( Discussion off the record.)

( Editors note : Additional questions submitted by Mr. Sikes follow :)

SOVIET ICBM’S THREAT TO MINUTEMAN SITES

Mr. Stkrs, Mr. Secretary it seems to me that in the past few years
the Defense Department has consistently underestimated the buildup
of the Soviet TCBM force. Just 3 vears ago, for example, we were told
that they wonld have 500-800 on Taunchers by mid-1970. Can you tell
me for the public record, in very approximate terms, about how many
IC'BM’s does the intelligence community now expect them to have by
that date? ‘

Secretary Tatgp, Well, in very approximate terms, the intelligence
community last fall expected the Soviet Union to have about 1,200
operational ICBM’s on launchers by mid-1970. They have more than
that number in place or under construction right now.

Mr. Sikms. Mr. Secretary, you have emphasized the fact that the
SS 9 could be a threat to our Minuteman. Havent your predecessors
also made this point ?
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Secretary Latrp. Yes, that is very true. Both of my predecessors
made the same point regarding the potential threat of the SS-9 to our
Minuteman force. Mr. McNamara and Mr. (lifford both informed the
Congress that the SS-9 could carry an accurate warhead with a yield
of up to 25 MT. I believe, Mr. McNamara said, and T will correct this
for the record, that the SS-9 “would be suitable for use against hard-
ened missile silos as well as against cities.”

Mr. Srxus., You also pointed out in your statement that the multi-
warhead SS-9 now being tested by the Soviets in the Pacific might
turn out to be a. MIRV and in that case would constitute a very serious
threat to our Minuteman force. Didn’t your predecessors also say that
2 MIRVed SS-9 would be a serious threat to the Minuteman ?

Secretary Lamn. Yes, that is also true. Both Mr. McNamara and
Mr. Clifford pointed out that possibly the worst threat the Russians
might mount against our entire “assured destruction” capability would
be the simultaneous deployment of several hundred SS-9's equipped
with highly accurate MIRV’s, together with an effective ADBM system.
As far back as January 1966, when I was sitting on your side of the
table, Mr. McNamara pointed out that if the Soviets developed and
deployed accurate MIRV’s they could seriously threaten the surviv-
ability of our Minuteman force, and that a Soviet ABM system could
then destroy a large proportion of our residual missile warheads, in-
cluding Polaris. This was referred to as the “(Greater-Than-Txpected”
threat. What has happened since that time, is that this threat is de-
veloping faster than was anticipated.

DEFENSE OF MINUTEMAN SITES OPTION TO SATEGUARD SYSTEM

Mr. Sters. If T remember correctly the justification for the Sentinel
program, wasn’t the option to defend Minuteman with ABM’s specifi-
cally included in that program because the Defense Department
thought that the Soviets might actually deploy a large MIRVed ICBM
with a good hard target kill capability?

Secretary L.airp. You are absolutely right. The option to defend
Minuteman with ABM’s, in the event a significant Soviet hard target
kill capability began to emerge, has always been considered a part of
the Sentinel program. Mr. McNamara made a special point that the
deployment of an ABM defense under those circumstances could serve
as a partial substitute for the further expansion of our offensive forees.
Tn other words, he did not foreclose the prospect that we might also
have to increase our offensive forces.

You probably remember that last year he gave us a whole Tist of
options which might be axercised if the greater-than-expected threat
actually developed—converting the entire Minuteman force to the ITT
version, increasing the number of warhcads per missile, emplacing
them in hard rock silos, and/or protecting them with an ABM de-
fense. His other options included the construction of more Poseidon
submarines, the production of a new land-based missile, and the up-
orading of the bomber force with improved penetration aids and,
possibly, a new bomber. T might point out that these are the kinds of
options we would have to reconsider if the Congress does not approve
the Safeguard program and the threats continue to develop.
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SOVIETS TO TASS UNITED STATES IN STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE CAPARILITY

Mr. Stres. Do you think it is possible that by the mid-1970's the
Soviet Union conld be ahead of us in total strategic megatonnage, total
strategic delivery vehicles and total strategic weapons, in other words,
the three measures of strategic offensive capability which your prede-
cessor Mr. MeNamara used to talk about ?

Secretary Laien. They certainly could, Mr. Sikes, as far as total
sfrategic megatonnage is concerned. In fact, they are well ahead of us
right now in megatonnage. With regard to delivery vehicles—inter-
continental bombers, ICBM's, and SLBM's—we are well ahead of
them now, but on the basis of the intelligence estimates prepared last
fall they could be ahead of us by the mid-1970%s. T want to make it
very clear that these comparisons do not include the Soviet medinm
range bombers, IRBM's/MRBM's or the submarine launched cruise
missiles,

With regard to numbers of strategic weapons, and by that T mean
independently targetable warheads, we are way ahead of the Soviot
Union right now—we have a margin in our favor of about 3 to 1. By
the mid-1970"s the margin is expected to be somewhat narrower but
still very substantial. This is based, of course, on the assumption that
we go ahead with the program presently planned, including Minute-
man I and Pogeidon, and that the Soviets go ahead with their pro-
gram as projected by our intelligence community.

STOPPAGE OF DEPLOYMENT WILL PUT UNITED STATES BEITIND SOVIETS

Mr. Sixes. Tf we were to unilaterally stop the deployment of
MIRV’s, wouldn’t that put us behind the Soviet Union in all three of
these measures by the mid-1970°s 2 _

Secretary Larep. There is no question about that, as far as strategic
missiles are concerned. If we unilaterally stop the deployment of
MIRV’s and they continue with their program, simple arithmetic
would tell you that they would be significantly ahead of us in the
number of independently targetable strategic missile warheads by
the mid-1970s. We would still have a substantial margin in the total
number of bomber delivered weapons, especially if we go ahead with
the SRAM program. Considering them all together, the Soviet Union
could be very close to us in numbers of weapons by the mid-1970’s,

Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committee, inasmuch as this
question has been raised, I want to make it very clear that a unilateral
decision on our part to stop the testing of MIRV’s could have very
grave consequences with respect to our overall strategic posture in
the mid-1970’s. We have given up the competition with the Soviet
Union as far as total strategic megatonnage is concerned. If we con-
tinue with our present program the Soviets could achieve a rough
equality with ns in numbers of strategic delivery vehicles. The only
thing we have going for us is the number of strategic weapons. If we
also give away this measure of strategic offensive capability, we could
very well find ourselves in second place to the Soviet Union in overall
strategic offensive capabilities by the mid-1970’s. This, to me—permit-
ting the Soviet Union to become clearly superior militarily with all that
that implies—would be an incomprehensible situation in the light of the i
fact that our gross national product is twice that of the Soviet Union, £
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BELIMINATION OF MIRV'S FROM POSEIDON WOULD JROPARDIZIE SECOND STRIKE
CAPABILITY

Mr. Sikrs. You noted in your statement that it would be far too
dangerous to rely only on our Polaris/Poseidon forces. You also made
the point that the Soviets are developing a new ABM. Isn’t it true
that if the Soviets could destroy most of our bombers and land-based
missiles, and then intercept our submarince-lannched missiles with an
ABM system, it could put into question our entire assured destruction
capability which is the very foundation of our deterrent? Wouldn’t
this almost certainly be true if we were to eliminate the MIRV’s from
the Poseidon ? )

Secretary Latrp. Tt would certainly be true if we were to climinate
the MTRV’s from the Poscidon. As you are well aware, the TPoseidon
program was justified to this committee on the grounds that it was a
necessary hedge against the possibility that the Soviets would deploy
an ABM defense around their major cities. If the Soviets do deploy
such an ABM defense, without MITRV’s in the Poseidon our deterrent
eapability would be dangerously eroded.

PROTECTION OF SAFEGUARD VERSUS COST

Mr. Sixrs. Is Thase 1 of the Safeguard deployment really worth
its cost in terms of what it can, by itself, contribute to the survival
of the Minuteman forces?

Secretary Latn. Phase I of the Safeguard system will, it is true, pro-
vide only limited protection for the Minuteman force, but its value
to us is far more than that. The purpose of Phase 1 is to place us in
a position to move forward promptly it the Soviet threat to our of-
fensive forces and the Chinese threat to our cities actually emerge. We
will soon have developed the system about as far as we can in the
laboratory and at the test site. We must start in fiscal year 1970 to
install the system at operational sites, if we want to be able to deploy
the full system on a schedule in step with the possible ecmergence of the
threat. Jiven if we start now, the first two sites will not be operational
until 1974, and the full system would not be available until 1976.
Thus we must consider Phase 1 of Safeguard as insurance against the
possibility that we will need the full system in the mid-1970s.

DEPTOYMENT OF A TIHICK SYSTEM

Mr. Sixrs, Wouldn't it make more sense just to go ahead and deploy
the whole system ?

Secretary Lamp. We gave that alternative very careful considera-
tion. But, in the light of the uncertainties which still exist with respect
to the threat and the serious economic and finaneial situation confront-
ing the Nation, we thought it wonld make more sense to procecd on
a step-by-step basis. We need not decide now, whether to proceed
with deployment of the entire system. We can reexamine the program
vear-by-year and move forward as conditions at that time warrant.
We do, however, need to go forward with the Phase 1 deployment, so
that we can get the system in operation at two sites and do the necessary
checlout and shakedown of the equipment at operational sites. We
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will then be in a position to go ahead promptly with any or all of
the three Phase 2 options, depending on how the threats actually
develop. I believe this is a prudent approach to this difficult problem,

ABILITY TO ITANDLE DATA PROCESSING FUNCIION

Mr. Sixes. You make the point in your statement that the data
processing function is an extremely important element in the ABM
delense system. Do you have any real evidence based on past experience
that this job can be adequately done.

Secretary Latrp. There is no question about the importance of the
data processing function in the safeguard system, and we know that
the job of developing the necessary capability will be a difficult one.
However, T am told that this task is quite comparable to the auto-
matic switching system developed and installed by A.T. & T. for the
nationwide telephone network. That system, with computer programs
involving about. 150,000 instructions, is now in successful operation.
Although the data processing capability needed for Safeguard will
involve a greater number of instructions, we are confident that the
requirement can be met on a schedule corresponding to the proposed
equipment readiness dates. And, of course, we have had a great deal
of experience with the same kind of problem in our air defense program
during the last 10-15 years.

LAUNCH COORDINATION OF OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE MTSSTLES

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Secretary, when you reached a decision to de loy
ABMs in the Minuteman fields did you fully consider the problems
nvolved in coordinating the launching of the offensive and defensive
missiles from those fields?

Secretary Latep. We have carefully reviewed the problems involved
in coordinating the launching of offensive and defensive missiles from
our Minuteman fields. A program called Minuteman integrated Com-
mand and Control system (MICCS) has, in fact, been initiated in
fiscal year 1969 to develop just such an integrated command and
control system for Minuteman and Safegnard, I am assured there
are no insurmountable problems in this area.

ACQUISITION OF SATEGUARD SITES

Mr. Sikes. Mr. Secretary, you have already run into problems in
acquiring sites for the Sentinel system. Will the acquisition of sites for
the Safeguard system be less of a problem ?

Secretary Latrp. Yes, Mr. Sikes, it will be less of a problem. The
difliculties with Sentinel site acquisition came about primarily in con-
nection with sites in or near major met ropolitan areas, such as Boston,
Chicago and Seattle. The residents of those areas were not only con-
cerned about possible accidental nuclear detonations, but also that
valuable land needed for the growth of their communities wounld be
lllS(’,d for the system, and that property values in their arens might
decline.
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Wo expect that with the Safeguard deployment plan, which reduces
the number of sites and moves them out of the metropolitan areas (with
the exception of Washington, D.C.), land acquisition will be much less
of a problem. We expect to be able to use land already owned by the
Government for some of the sites which are near our bomber bases and
Minuteman fields. Because all but one of the sites will be in less densely
populated areas, the land we will need to purchase will be less costly
to acquire, and the location of the sites should be less of a problem for
the residents of the areas involved.

USE OF MINUTEMAN AS AN ABM

Mr. Sigrs. What can you tell us about the possibilities of using
Minuteman as an ABM interceptor?

Sccretary Lamrp. We have looked at this possibility, Mr. Sikes.
Minuteman may be able to perform as a long range interceptor, using
inertial guidance. But, without the ability to be guided from the
ground during flight, the Minuteman may not be able to get as close
to the target as the Spartan, and thus would be less effective as an in-
terceptor. Moreover, Minuteman would require appropriate forward-
based radars if it is to be launched from present locations and full use
made of its range. With its present warhead it would not be as effective
as Spartan against a sophisticated threat. Furthermore, Minuteman
conld not be used as an interceptor without expensive modifications.
And, of course, the U.S. deterrent forces would be reduced by the use of
Minuteman in a defensive role.

POSSIBILITY OT AN AGREEMENT PROHIIBITING DEPLOYMENT OF ABM’S

Mr. Sikes. Mr. Secretary, is it possible that in the forthcoming talks
with the Soviet Union on strategic arms limitations that both sides
might agree on an absolute prohibition on the deployment of an ABM
system by either side? I am sure you see the point of my question, be-
cause if such a prohibition is in the cards, it might not be wise to go
ahead with the Phase 1 deployment at this time.

- Secretary Latep. You may recall that when President Nixon an-
nounced his decision on the Safeguard program on March 14 he said
that it was designed to fulfill three objectives:

1. Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against a direct
attack by the Soviet Union.

2. Defense of the American people against the kind of nuclear
attack which Communist China is likely to be able to mount within
the decade.

3. Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from any
source.

He also said that in any arms limitation talks with the Soviet TUnion,
the United States will be fully prepared to discuss limitations on
defensive as well as offensive weapons systems. However, during his
press conference on that date a question was asked about our willing-
ness to abandon our. ABM program if the Soviets did likewise. The
President replied that he thought that the Soviet Union would be
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just as reluctant. as we to leave their country naked against the Chinese
Communist, ICBM threat. T will put the exact question and answer
in the record at this point. '

Q. In any talks with the Soviet Union, would you be willing to convider F
nhandoning the ABM program altogcther if the Sovicts showed a rcadiness to H
pluce limitations on offensive wcapons? ’

The PRESIDENT. Mr. Scali, T amn prepared, in the event that we go into arms f
tulks, to consider both offensive and defensive weapons. As you know, the arms I
talks, that at least preliminarily have been discussed, do not involve limitation
or reduction. They involve only freezing where we are.

Your question goes to abandoning. On that particular point, T think it would
take two, naturally, to make the agreement. Let's look at the Soviet Union’s
position with its defensive deployment of ABM’s. P'reviously, that deployment was i
aimed only toward the United States. Today their radars, from our intclligence,
are also directed toward Communist Cthina.

I would imagine that the Soviet Union would be just as reluctant as we would
be to leave their country naked against a potential Chinese Communist threat.
So the abandoning of the entire system, particularly as long as the Chinese
threat is there, I think neither country would look upon with much favor.

Speaking for myself, I doubt very much that the Soviets wonld agree
to tear down the ABM system they have already deployed around :
Moscow. Furthermore, as President Nixon pointed out, the Safeguard
system is designed against three threats, and even if the Soviet threat
to our strategic offensive forces is mitigated through an agreement
with the Soviet Union we must still deal with the other two threats,
particularly the Chinese. That is why we have developed three separate
Phase 2 options—the first for the Soviet threat to our Minuteman, the
second for the Soviet threat to our bombers, and the third for the
Chinese threat to our cities. Kither the second or the third option
would provide protection against the possibility of an accidental
attack.

In any event, Phase 1 is essentially an insurance program, and even I
that program will not be completed until mid-1974. In fact, Phase 1
involves only an additional outlay of about $400 million a year, on the
average. This is a relatively small premium on such a erucial insurance
program.

Mr. Marnow. I regret that it was not possible for all of the questions
and all of the testimony to be on the printed record today, but some
of these things could not be printed because it might be damaging
to the overall best interests of the 1Tnited States in relation to our
international affairs.

(Discussion off the record.) ] ,

Mr. Mamow, On the record.

Mr. Secretary, and General Wheeler, we realize that there is no :
way for.you to guarantee in advance that a complex weapons system
will be totally effective. We realize the gamble that we take with
weapons systems, and the ABM is no exception. This is the way T
feel and I believe this is the way the country would generally feel
about this matter. But there are certain chances we have to take in
the interest of national security. If a lot of money is spent for pro-
grams that do not prove to be effective, this does not necessarily mean
we should not have proceeded under our best judgment to f)roduce-
such weapons systems. We have to accept the fact that in trying to
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produce vitally needed weapons systems we take the chance of fail-
ure. I am speaking in a very general way.

As I see it, the greatest threat from the standpoint of annihilation
of our society, or the society of the world, is the ballistic missile with
nuclear warhead, the intercontinental ballistic missile, the medium
range ballistic missile, and the ballistic missile from a ship, such as the
Toseidon or Polaris type missile. The greatest rilitary threat to our
country is an attack by ballistic missiles. This is my greatest concern,
speaking from a military standpoint. Other things can do us harm,
but none can come near doing us more harm in the military sense
than the ballistic missile. Therefore, from the standpoint of the
survival of our country and the preservation of peace T cannot think
of anything more important from the military standpoint for this
country than the development of a credible ABM system. This is
No. 1. We are very much concerned about it.

When you get this record, we want you to feel free to amplify
responses which you have made, Geeneral Wheeler and Dr. Foster and
Mr. Secretary, in order that we may have the best thinking of our
military and civilian leaders on the ABM issue. The question is, how
<hall we react to the problem of the threat of a ballistic missile attack
on the United States.

T would like to say, Mr. Secretary, we have spoken in glowing
terms about your appearance here and we have been pleased to have
you. We are pleased to have you here, General Wheeler, and Dr.
Toster. These matters that we have discussed today supersede our
personal relationships. The whole future of our Nation is involved
and to a considerable extent the peace and security of the world. I
would like to close the hearing on that note and thank you very
much.

Secretary LatrDp. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman.

General Wrmerrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Q

Approved For Release 2002/05/07 : CIA-RDP71B00364R000300090001-5



‘
®

OFFICIAL ROUTING SLIP

to in the
ment beg

TO NAME AND ADDRESS DATE INITIALS
1 Directorﬂ"a\ )},V
: \

; \

: \

: \

6
ACTION DIRECT REPLY PREPARE REPLY
APPROVAL DISPATCH RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT ILE RETURN
CONCURRENCE NFORMATION SIGNATURE

Remarks:

Attached is thd Subcommittee report of
Laird and company's te
Apparently the so-called 'whi?paper” referred

press is in fact
inning an naoas 5

s prepared state-

U John M.
Legislative Counsel

cc: DDI, DDS&T, D/OSR, DDS

NVEUTY \'/

FOLD HERE TO RETURN

TO SENDER

FROM: NAME, ADDRESS AND PHONE NO, DATE

11 June

Fomw Ko. 937

Use previous editions

25X1A



